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May 23, 2001 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs John C. Silva 
Attention MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 Airports Division, ANE-600 
251 Causeway Street New England Region 
Boston, MA 02114 12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 
Re: — Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Final EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 
Comments 
Dear Sirs: 


Please accept this letter as the comments of the Barnstable County Commissioners regarding the 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Final EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS proposal for 
peak period monitoring, peak period pricing and the community exemption program. The 
Barnstable County Commissioners represent the citizens of Cape Cod. 


We applaud Massport’s and the FAA’s efforts to address the delay conditions at Logan 
International Airport. Access to Logan is an important element in the Cape’s transportation 
network and alternatives to vehicle transportation are to be encouraged and supported. 


It is our understanding that the revised report recommends implementation of a peak-period 
monitoring program which, under certain conditions, will result in peak period pricing. The 
Barnstable County Commissioners continue to oppose peak period pricing as detrimental to Cape 
Cod and the region. Access to Logan by regional air carriers would be severely diminished 
resulting in negative impacts to the regions residents, businesses and visitors. The end result is 
further use of an already overburdened land transportation system. 


Furthermore, while we are generally in favor of efforts to provide some type of exemption 
program, as proposed, the community exemption program does not provide sufficient relief to the 
Cape’s air carriers and would undoubtedly lead to a severe loss of service. 


On Cape Cod, reductions in air transportation would be contrary to the county’s transportatiqn, 
economic development and environmental policies, and would result in significant loss of jobs and 
. business opportunities. Residents would lose reliable, affordable air access to Boston for business, 
medical care, and other purposes. — 
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‘We urge you to continue to seek solutions to the Logan congestion problem other than those 
involving peak period pricing or the community exemption program as currently proposed. Thank 
you for the opportunity to express our comments. If you have any questions, please contact our 
office at (508) 375-6648. . 


Sincerely, 
) | 
/ 2 . ee 
Nn GLO — 2S, C Le Mugut 
Mary J. LeClair Laneé Lambros Roland J. Dupont 
Chairman: Vice Chairman Commissioner 


Barnstable County Commissioners 


cc: The Honorable Jane Swift 
State Senator Robert A. O’Leary 
State Senator Thergse Murray 
State Representative Eric T. Turkington 
State Representative Shirley Gomes 
State Representative Ruth Provost 
State Representative Demetrius Atsalis 
State Representative Thomas George 
State Representative Matt Patrick 
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E-mail: frontdesk @ capecodcommission.org 


May 25, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


RE: Supplemental Draft EIS for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing on behalf of the Cape Cod Commission to comment on the Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Study one for the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project. 


Air travel, and specifically s service. between Cape Cod and Logan, isa vital part of our 
regional transportation system. For this reason the Commission has carefully monitored 
the environmental review process for the Logan project, with particular attention to the 
evaluation of peak period pricing. 


Several times over the past decade the Commission, along with other government, 
business and planning organizations across the Cape and Islands, has voiced its strong 
opposition to the implementation of peak period pricing at Logan. This is because peak 
period pricing threatens the air service our region depends on. While we acknowledge 
that peak period pricing is not in Massport’s preferred alternative, we are concerned that 
the SDEIS takes a step closer toward the implementation of peak period pricing. 


We note that the SDEIS recommends the implementation of a peak period monitoring 
system. However, the SDEIS contains too little information on the design of the 
monitoring system to evaluate its fairness or effectiveness. 


If implemented, peak period pricing would have a disproportionate negative impact on 
the only year-round carrier between Logan and Cape Cod, Cape Air, and would result in 
a loss of service for our communities. Provincetown, for example, would lose service. 
However, Massport has already acknowledged that due to Cape Air’s unique operating 
characteristics, there would be no delay reduction benefit from the cancellation of these 
flights. 
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The Cape Cod Commission’s Regional Policy Plan, which guides the development and 
infrastructure policies for Cape Cod, sets forth an economic development strategy which 
seeks to build on the sectors underlying the Cape’s economic base: tourism and seasonal 
residents, retirement, and clean light industry which includes telecommunications firms 
doing business in a global market place. Each of these sectors relies on efficient access 
to the national transportation system. 


Loss of air service to Logan would not only hamper the region’s economic development 
strategies, but would also impose hardships on Cape Cod residents. Our residents rely on 
year-round air transportation to Logan for business, for access to the palons air 
transportation network, and for health care. 


The environmental impacts from loss of air service to the region are not adequately 
addressed in the SDEIS. Without air service to Logan, thousands of residents and visitors 
would be forced on to congested roadways including the Southeast Expressway, Route 3, 
the Bourne and Sagamore Bridges and Route 6. The negative impacts on air quality, 
public safety, and roadway congestion resulting from a loss of air service are neither 
identified nor addressed in the SDEIS. 


The SDEIS acknowledges the need to develop an exemption program to protect 
communities from the effects of peak period pricing, However two round trips per day do 
not provide enough relief from the economic impact of peak period fees to sustain 
service. Potential exemptions based on use of runway 15L/33R require more definition 
to determine whether this would provide adequate relief. If peak period pricing is 
implemented Massport should consider other methods of exemption such as a 100-mile 
perimeter exemption, which would preserve access for New England communities. 


Thank r consideration of these comments. 


Robert D. Deane, Chairman 

Cape Cod Commission Transportation Committee 

Cc: Honorable Jane Swift, Acting Governor 
Ms. Virginia Buckingham, Director, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Mr. Mark Robinson, Chairman, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Massachusetts Congressional Delegation 
Cape Cod Delegation to the Massachusetts General Court 
Cape Cod Boards of Selectmen 
Barnstable Town Council 
Cape Cod Economic Development Council 
Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce 
Cape Ports 


Charlestown 


May 3, 2001 © 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 10458 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


At the May monthly advertised public meeting of the Charlestown Neighborhood 
Council, which consists of fourteen elected and seven appointed members, it was voted 
unanimously t to oppose the: proposed expansion of Togan Airport, Particularly the 
construction of Runway 14/32. oa 


According to Massport, if Runway 14/32 is built, the number of overhead air-flights ir in 
Charlestown will almost quadruple from 8000 flights to over 30,000 flights. This will 
place the projected 60 DBL curve on our border, adjacent to the approximately 5,000 low 
income people in the Bunker Hill Housing Development and CharlesNewtown, both 
public housing developments. There is no Environmental Justice in this proposal. Our 
poorest and our minorities will suffer the most. 


The proposed Runway 14/32 is intended to be unidirectional. However, vere has 
made no concrete proposal to have this happen, and the FAA has implied that it will offer 
no guarantee that Runway 14/32 will remain unidirectional. Massport’s promises in this 
regard cannot be relied upon. All the reasons that Massport and the FAA make in 
justification for building the runway (i.e., efficiency, regional economy, flight safety, 
increased demand, delay reduction, etc.) will later be used to justify making it bi- 
directional. We cannot and do not trust Massport or the Pee in this regard. 


We are the community that would be most severely impacted should the runway be 
approved and later pe allowed to become bi-directional. ~ 


Charlestown already suppers’ ‘from the noise, light and air pollution, of Masspor?’ s Tobin 
Bridge and its Autoport.” In addition, we suffer from the air pollution | from the Sithe 
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Power Plant and from Interstates 93 and 95. We are already doing more than our “fair 
share” for the regional economy. 


We request that Massport designate funds to the Charlestown Neighborhood Council to 
pay for the costs of independently monitoring our community for the air and noise 
pollution that already is caused by Massport’s operations here. 


But most importantly, we urge you to deny Massport’s and the FAA’s plan to build 
Runway 14/32. 


Sing ie, A ¢ 
| ml 
Aft Zh ert u 


i Chairman 
; 
|] 


cc: Andrea @’ Amato, Chief of Environmental Services 
Mayor Thomas M. Menino. 
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1974 2.5 1999 


Together we achieve the extraordinary 


April 12, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager — Environmental Programs 
Airport Division ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


re: EOEA No. 10458 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


The Martha’s Vineyard Commission wishes to weigh in on the side of those individuals and organizations 
that stand opposed to peak period pricing as proposed by MassPort for Logan Airport. The Martha’s 
Vineyard Commission was opposed to such a program in 1997 and maintains such opposition today. 


The County of Dukes County is one of the fastest growing counties in the Commonwealth. With such an 
increase in year-round population, there are growing numbers of individuals who depend upon airline 
service for business purposes. This is of particular concern in the off-season and wintertime, when the 
options are limited to one or two choices. 


The County of Dukes County is fortunate to have current reliable air service to Logan presently for 
connections to the rest of the country and world. The Commission is very concerned that peak pricing 
programs will impose such a financial burden upon the small carriers that it would become economically 
impossible for them to continue in the slack winter months. In such a situation, the traveling public would 
be forced to use the only alternative, which is boat/car or bus with an increase in travel time of upward of 
two additional hours. 


To reiterate, the Martha’s Vineyard Commission opposes peak period pricing as a means of addressing 
certain issues and problems at Logan Airport because of the potential impact on the year-round traveling 
public from the County of Dukes County and the potential of making off-season air service from the 
Vineyard economically unfeasible. 


Executive Director 


cc! D. Wolf, Cape Air 


THE MARTHA’S VINEYARD COMMISSION 
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Metropolitan Area Planning Council 


60 Temple Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02111 617-451-2770 fax 617-482-7185 WWw.Inapc.org 


Serving 101 cities and towns in metropolitan Boston 


June 4, 2001 


Bob Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
ATTENTION: MEPA Office 
Arthur Pugsley, MEPA : 10458 

251 Causeway Street, 9" Floor 

Boston, MA 02114-2150 


RE: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, FEIR, EOEA #10458 
Dear Secretary Durand: 


The Metropolitan Area Planning Council regularly reviews proposals deemed to have 
regional impacts. These proposals are reviewed for compliance with MetroPlan 2000, the 
regional plan for the Boston metropolitan area, as well as for their direct impact upon the 
environment. The Council encourages MEPA to ensure that the Logan Airside . 

‘Improvements Planning Project complies with MetroPlan 2000. The proposed runway 
construction is generally consistent with the region’s policy plan as it improves the 
infrastructure at an existing major transportation hub. However, the Metropolitan Area 
Planning Council continues to be concerned that the construction of the runway may have 
significant ancillary affects on the surrounding ground transportation network. MAPC 
has reviewed the Logan Airside Improvements Final BIR and has the following — 
comments. 


MAPC’s primary concern regarding the construction of Runway 14/32 is whether or not 
it will lead to an increased demand for ground access services. If so, then Massport must 
be required to somehow mitigate for that increased ground access demand. Massport’s 
response to MAPC’s DEIR comments regarding ground transportation and access to © 

_ Logan Airport was to state that, “The Airside project does not result in additional demand 
for ground access services.” Ch. 4 SDEIS/FEIR) In theory, if Logan Airport’s airside 
improvements did not increase the aircraft traffic capacity of the airport, and in turn 
increase the demand for ground access to the airport, then Massport should not be forced 
to address ground access demand as mitigation for this project. 


However, Massport also states that the construction of the runway is needed to address 
“Logan Airport’s inability to efficiently accommodate current levels of. demand during 
northwest wind conditions. Runway 14/32... is necessary to correct this deficiency and 
provides clear benefits at current aircraft traffic levels. These benefits will only increase 
in the future...” (Ch. 4 SDEIS/FEIR) If the Runway 14/32 were not constructed, would 
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David C. Soule, Executive Director 
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Mayor William J. Mauro, Jr., President Donald A. Walsh, Vice President . Lauren DiLorenzo, Secretary Mary Ellen Lavenberg, Treasurer 
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Logan Airport be able to accommodate their forecasted increase in aircraft traffic levels? 
If the runway were not built, would Logan Airport have to limit its capacity for aircraft 
traffic, today or in the future? Massport projects an increase of approximately 10 million 
more passengers using the airport by 2015. Massport should clearly state whether or not — 
their ability to serve these 10 million more passengers is affected by whether or not this 
runway is built. If the runway construction impacts Logan Airport’s ability to service the 
aircraft traffic generated by the expected 10 million more passengers, then MAPC 
believes it is reasonable to believe that the ground transportation system accessing the 
airport will also be impacted by the runway. MAPC believes that Massport did not fully 
explain the proposed runway’s potential to create capacity, or to maintain the current — 
capacity of aircraft traffic, and the potential for the new runway to impact the demand for 
ground access to the airport. 


If Massport believes that the construction of Runway 14/32 is necessary to reduce delays 
during northwest wind conditions, and not to increase the airport’s capacity for aircratt 
traffic, then Massport should agree to limit the use of Runway 14/32 to reduce delays due 
to northwest wind conditions only; and perhaps during other unusual conditions such as 
emergencies. MAPC recommends that the controlled use of the runway should be 
established and enforceable by at least the Ch. 61 Findings, the MEPA Certificate, or the 
City of Boston. Should the new runway be constructed, it should not be used for constant 
aircraft traffic, regardless of wind conditions, as a means to increasing capacity. 


MAPC supports Massport’s proposed “‘Peak Period Monitoring System’ that would 
allow Massport to take remedial action and, if necessary, implement a Peak Period 
Pricing Program at Logan Airport.” The Council believes that Peak Period Pricing may 
be an important mitigation measure for air traffic congestion and airport-based ground 
congestion. MAPC recommends that, in the spirit of cooperation, Massport establish a 
public review process, or citizens advisory committee, to review the results of the 
monitoring system and to contribute to the discussion of whether or not peak period 
pricing should be implemented at Logan Airport. 


MAPC believes that Massport has done much to reduce the demand on the local ground 
transportation network. Again; MAPC asks if there is a potential for the new runway to 
place further stresses on the area transportation network. Logan Airport’s current HOV 
mode share of 30% and current goal of 35% by 2015 is landable. However, with a 
projected increase of 10 million passengers, even if the goal of a 35% HOV share is 
reached, there still will be a net iicrease of 5 million SOV trips by 2015. If this increase 
in passengers, and ancillary increase in SOV trips, could not be accommodated without 
the construction of the airside improvements, then Massport should conduct an analysis 
of how these new trips will be accommodated relative to the remaining capacity of Logan 
Airport’s primary access roadways. . 


MAPC applauds the diverse package of alternative access modes that Massport has 
helped to establish throughout recent years. MAPC recommends that Massport continue 
its highly successful efforts with its Logan Express services and éxplore potential new 
sites to initiate service from throughout the region, especially the North Shore which is a 
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region currently underserved by Logan Express service. In Boston, the new DART 
shuttle bus connection from South Station is an excellent solution to providing HOV 
service for this market until the Silver Line/AITC is fully operational. However, at a cost 
of $5 per trip, any party of two or more could take a taxi for a similar cost. The DART 
fare should be reduced by at least half in order to remain competitive. Massport should 
also take steps to aggressively promote the MBTA’s CT3 bus connection from the Red 
Line’s Andrew Station. This underutilized connection to Logan provides perhaps the 
quickest and cheapest connection for Red Line riders through its utilization of HOV 
facilities (via the South Boston Haul Road and the Ted Williams Tunnel). 


The Metropolitan Area Planning Council is aware of concerns for the safety of the 
proposed Centerfield Taxiway and reduced approach minimums. MAPC hopes that 
every effort is made by Massport and the Office of Environmental Affairs to ensure that 
these concems are addressed. 


The Metropolitan Area Planning Council is dedicated to promoting appropriate economic 
development within the metropolitan Boston region. MAPC supports improvements that 
will result in the efficient operation of Logan Airport as a major regional transportation 


~. bub. MAPC also believes that special attention should be paid to the impacts that Logan 


Airport’s airside improvements may have on the surrounding ground transportation 
network. As the regional planning agency for the roughly 3 million citizens of the 
metropolitan Boston area, we offer our assistance in the continuing public dialogue about 
regional transportation needs and solutions. The Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. Thank you. 


David C. Soule 
Executive Director 


Ce: Andrea d’ Amato, Commissioner, BTD — City of Boston MAPC Representative 
Mark Maloney, Director, BRA - BRA MAPC Representative 
Virginia Buckingham, Executive Director & CEO, Massport 
Betty J. Desrosiers, Director of Aviation Planning .& Development, Massport 
John C. Silva, Environmental Programs Manager, FAA — New England Region 
Officers of the Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
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Town and County of Nantucket 
Board of Selectmen «County Commissioners 


Timothy M. Soverino, Chairman 
Francis “Isky” Santos 

Arthur L. Desrocher 

Georgia Ann Snell 

Stephen L. Bender 


16 Broad Street 
Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554 


Telephone (508) 228-7255 
Facsimile (508) 228-7272 
www.town.nantucket.ma.us 


C. Elizabeth Gibson 
Town & County Administrator 


April 13, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva, Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600, New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 071803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


In 1997, after extensive input from the residents, elected officials, businesses, and airlines from the Cape and 
Islands, Massport reassured all by saying that “Peak Hour Pricing” was permanently on the “back burner “as a 
method for dealing with delay reduction at Logan Airport. Peak period pricing was then and still is an ineffective 
method of managing delay. It is especially onerous if inflicted on airlines serving Nantucket, an island location 
where there are no fast and efficient alternatives for travel during the hours when people need to travel to 
Boston and beyond. The economic impact is unfair to those without the means to absorb the cost up to the 
point that flights are cancelled, and disastrous for those who need to travel at critical hours and cannot. 
Nantucket is a destination resort area that contributes heavily to the tax revenues of the Commonwealth. Any 
action that discourages travel to and from the island is counterproductive to the interests of Nantucket, the 
Commonwealth and the National Air Transportation System. 


The immediate report on methods for managing delay at Logan Airport states that peak period pricing would be 
inflicted only during periods when a monitoring program determines that airline over-scheduling has occurred. A 
community exemption program is described which is intended to reduce the negative impacts on communities 
like Nantucket. This program is entirely inappropriate for Nantucket where alternatives to air access are few and 
inadequate. Such a program would make it uneconomical for airlines to provide year-round service to the 
island, and that would be unacceptable. Nantucket must be specifically exempt from peak hour restrictions, as 
should all other communities within a similar radius of Boston. 


Logan Airport is a vital link for the Cape and Islands travelers to use in accessing the National Air Transportation 
System. Blocking access to that system at critical travel times will have far reaching negative impacts on the 
residents, visitors, and businesses of the most economically significant area of the Commonwealth. Tourism 
can be crippled and sustainable economic development would be undermined. Nantucket has no highway or 
railway alternative. Timely medical care would be denied to some of our citizens. 


A safe, efficient Logan Airport is essential to the long-term security of our community and many others. 
Massport should concentrate on the positive steps that are proposed to make reductions in delays and to 
improve the all weather capacity. Massport must abandon peak period pricing as a demand management 
strategy for consideration there. 


Timothy M. Soverino 
Chairman, Board of Selectmen 


pc: Nantucket Airport Commission 
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April 16, 2001 


Robert Durand, Executive Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


Re: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental 
Impact Report — EOEA #10458 


As the Town of Braintree’s Representative to the Community Advisory Committee to 
Massport and a member of CARE, I hereby file my opposition to the above-described 
document. 


Massport has failed once again to make its case for Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield 
Taxiway in the Final Environmental Impact Report submitted to MEPA. 


This statement is based in part on the following: 


1. Massport’s use of outmoded data (circa (1993), including weather data up to 
18 years old. 

2. Massport’s delay data that serves as a basis for a central argument is not 
consistent with commonly used Federal analysis and reporting. 

3. The expansion proposals are silent on airfield improvements, guarantees of a 
unidirectional use of the proposed 5,000 ft. runway, noise and air pollution, 
ground traffic (car) data, etc. 

4. The “delays” will continue to be an issue primarily because of weather and 
holdups at other airports, each of which is beyond the control of Massport. 
Logan is an extremely overtaxed and undersized airport. 

5. No policy has been developed to design regional airport alternatives, 
international airport options, alternative transportation improvements both for 
moving people in and out of Logan with positive impacts and further 
investments in rail, and re-occurring issues of safety in and around the airport 
continue to be ignored. 

6. Runways 4R, 4L and 9 are the most frequently used, and according to Logan 
Tower personnel and the pilots, this combination is the configuration of 
choice. Consequently, PRAS has been ignored historically when weather and 
traffic conditions have allowed a change. 


As a resident and representative of Braintree, one of the South Shore towns most heavily 
impacted by traffic on the 4s, it is obvious in reading track data that the construction of 
14/32 is a veiled disguise by Massport to expand operations at Logan, thus providing 
little or no relief. 
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By creating alternate landing opportunities for “commuter aircraft,” which are 
converting rapidly to regional jets, and by creating a centerfield taxiway to accommodate 
more planes, which will stack up and thereby contribute to increased pollution, the South 
Shore communities, including Braintree, will experience an unparalleled increase in low 
flying aircraft and pollution. 


In addition, the much-touted over-the-water takeoffs must turn over land, and the 
interests of the airlines are best served when they can make this maneuver sooner than 
later. This “double hit” on the South Shore will continue to worsen without an effort to 
force alternative solutions into the process. One needs only to study the flight tracks as 
shown on Figure ES-7 to see just how much traffic over the South Shore will be 
generated by the so-called “over-the-water” 14/32 flights as they turn back over land. 


Much discussed issues of PRAS, Peak Period Pricing, alternative airport use, etc. are one- 
sided discussions with no effort being made to guarantee a full and fair analysis of this 
application. Talk and self-promotion have always been the tools of disguise and 
deception used by Massport. 


We have an opportunity to make long-lasting vs. short-sighted decisions for our region 
and for that reason, the ongoing discussions in which we have been involved (in some 
cases for 23 years) have allowed communities the opportunity to come together and 
recognize that this is not a community by community issue. The issue is in fact a 
regional and public one which we must address together in spite of Massport’s efforts to 
pit one community against another.. 


Finally, we must strive for new visions that lead to new options for all of Massachusetts. 
This Massport expansion, most particularly, the proposed Runway 14/32 and the 
Centerfield Taxiway, is a short-sighted, business-driven attempt to control the plan and 
will not accomplish the goal. It cannot be allowed to go forward. 


Respegflully submitted, 


~” Sandra M. Kunz aa 


Co-Chair, Community Advisory Committee to Massport 
89 Hollingsworth A venue 

Braintree, MA02184 

(781) 848-0315 

Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 


cc: Arhur Pugsley, Associate Environmentalist, MEPA Unit 
John C. Silva, FAA-New England Region (5/25/01) 
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TOWN of BROOKLINE 


Massachusetts 
BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
DONNA R. KALIKOW, Chairman BROOKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS 02445 
JOSEPH T. GELLER TEL. (617) 730-2200 


GILBERT R. HOY, JR. 
DEBORAH B. GOLDBERG 
ROBERT L. ALLEN 


FAX: (617) 730-2054 
www.townofbrooklinemass.com 


RICHARD J. KELLIHER 
Town Administrator 


May 24, 2001 


Mr. John Silva 

Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Local Comment Regarding Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)/ 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) ~ ref: EOEA #10458; Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project. | Ran | 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


The Town of Brookline has had the opportunity to participate in the evaluation of the above mentioned 
project via representation on the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and an independent review of 
the documents making up the SDEIS/FEIR (hereinafter referred to as the EIS). In addition, a staff 
member from the Department of Planning and Community Development was in attendance at the 
recent public hearing to discuss the project which was sponsored by Massachusetts Port Authority 
(MassPort). 


We recognize the importance that MassPort and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) place on 
effectively addressing the issues of air traffic congestion and flight delays. Without question, we 
concur that viable and efficient commercial and passenger air service is essential to the economic 
future of our region. However, based on our review of the EIS documents and the concerns raised by 
the Citizens Advisory Committee, we feel that it is important that several key issues be more 
thoroughly and satisfactorily addressed. 


First, Figure ES-7 on page ES-18 of the EIS clearly indicates current and projected flight activity over 
Brookline. It shows that at present, Brookline is primarily affected over South Brookline by both 
departures and arrivals of jets. There is modest prop and turboprop overflights for the remainder of 
town but it is nominal. Also depicted by this figure are projected flight paths that would result from 
the addition of runway 14/32. It indicates that there would be no impact to Brookline from this 
particular improvement. According to your office, flight paths are expected to remain the same for all 
existing runways over Brookline. 
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The primary runways that most directly affect Brookline are existing runways 27 and 33. However, 
what the document indicates will change is the volume emanating from each flight path currently 
affecting the Town of Brookline. According to Table 2 (Total Annual Jet Operations by Community, 
Runway End and Alternative) of Volume 3 of the EIS, the following volume increases (shown in the 
table below) will likely impact Brookline: 


Table 1 - Current and 2015 Projected Annual Operations** (Runways 27 and 33) 


Alternative 1A 
Procedure/ (Build Minus 

Runway Peak Period Pricing) 
x 0.25 


Alternative 2/3 Alternative 4 
(No Build) (No Action) 
x 0.25 x 0.25 


Communities 


Alternative 1A 

Procedure/ (Build Minus 
Runway Peak Period Pricing) 

_—xX025 26) See = 


6100 1020 


Alternative 2/3 Alternative 4 
(No Build) (No Action) 
x 0.25 x 0.25 


Communities 


**Please note that total operations were multiplied by 0.25 for runway 27 and 0.20 for runway 33 to determine expected 
operations that will directly affect Brookline. 


Given that no noise monitoring meters were located or subsequently placed in Brookline to measure 
the impact of noise from Logan traffic, the impact on the community emanating from these additional 
flights related to ambient noise and other environmental criteria is unknown. 


Second, the issue of regionalization needs to be more thoroughly explored. At the May public hearing, 
a citizen suggested development of a region-wide air facilities and services planning effort to address 
the issue of congestion and delay. This suggestion may be a good starting point in which to more 
comprehensively address the issue of regionalization. As the EIS points out, regional transportation 
studies over the last decade have recommended a regional transportation strategy for New England 
that includes an expanded role for the regional airports that surround Logan. On page 1-44 of the EIS, 
Section 1.7.2.2 contains a passage that reads, “...the project is reasonably consistent with the existing 
plans of the public agencies for the development of the area.”’, the report of the consultant retained to 
provide technical assistance to the CAC notes in response to the DEIS [the precursor document to the 
SDEIS/FEIR] that, “...the FAA, State, nor the Northeast region have not developed a system plan that 
can be implemented to address the aviation demand of Logan and the Northeast region.” This is the 
same passage contained in the EJS. In addition, in a letter addressed to your office from U.S. EPA 
Region 1 Administrator John P. DeVillars dated April 2, 1999, a key recommendation states that, “The 
DEIS does not reflect a regional, long-term strategy for New England's transportation infrastructure. ” 
Included in this recommendation is the point that, “The efforts of MassPort and other regional 
transportation officials should be aimed first at developing a comprehensive plan, not a narrowly- 
focused airside improvement project with only short-term effects on delays at Logan.” We do not see 
any significant recognition of this comment in the EIS and feel that it is essential that any final . 
improvements at Logan to deal with the congestion and delays are balanced with planning for and 
implementation of a viable regional air system. 


Third, the concept of Peak Period Pricing (PPP) should be re-examined. This concept, effective in 
other markets, is commonly considered an valuable demand management tool in dealing with the 
issues of congestion and delay. Under the same recommendation in the DeVillars letter referenced 
above, he states, “In addition, MassPort should reduce the small plane mix from Logan's peak traffic 


2 


hours through a peak period pricing strategy, implemented with appropriate sensitivity to the needs of 
communities served exclusively by smaller aircraft. Additional analysis is critical to determine 
whether the imposition of peak period pricing now would help send the necessary market signals to 
ensure that airlines’ plans result in the most efficient use of Logan Airport (including smarter use of 
other regional airports, and, for smaller carriers, the use of planes capable of handling more 
passengers).”’ We recognize that this tool was unsuccessfully employed at Logan a number of years 
_ago. We are also sensitive to the concerns of smaller regional carriers who worry that PPP may have a 
detrimental impact on their businesses and feel that any PPP strategy should minimize impact or 
exempt these carriers. However, it is time to re-evaluate the potential options of using such a 
mechanism considering other regional case studies as benchmarks. 


Finally, a very important issue that needs to be addressed concerns is how MassPort plans for 
mitigation of potential airport facility impacts on affected local communities. These impacts include 
noise, air pollution, and other measures of environmental quality. A number of concerns raised by the 
CAC, a body created by MassPort expressly for the purpose of enabling public input on this project, 
relate directly to this type of issue. We urge MassPort and the FAA to not only strongly consider the 
comments that we have provided herein regarding the EIS, as weli as those expresses by the CAC 
regarding the EIS, when rendering a final decision. The Board of Selectmen looks forward to 
continuing to be involved in this process on behalf of the Town of Brookline. We trust that any final 
decisions that will be made by MassPort and the FAA will continue to be highly sensitive to the 
concerns of Brookline and the neighboring communities surrounding Logan Airport. . 


Very truly yours, 


Dre k. koa deps 


Donna Kalikow, Chairman 
Board of Selectmen 


eC: Board of Selectmen 
Richard Kelliher, Town Administrator 
Citizens Advisory Committee 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, MEPA 
Betty Desrosiers, Massachusetts Port Authority 
Robert J. Duffy, Planning Director 
Chris Ryan, Assistant Planning Director 


cambrids: og 


Robert W. Healy, City Manager Richard C, Rossi, Deputy City Manager 


June 6, 2001 
Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary Mr. John Silva 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs Federal Aviation Administration 
Attention: MEPA Office | New England Region Headquarters 
Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 12 New England Executive Park 


100 Cambridge Street - 20" Floor Burlington, MA 01803 
Boston, MA 02202 ; 


Dear Sirs: 


We have reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Final 
Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/FEIR) for the Logan Airside Improvements Project 
and the response to our comments on the DEIS / DEIR. The proposed improvements 
include a new unidirectional runway (Runway 14/32), anew centerfield taxiway, 
improvement of existing taxiways, and a reduction in approach minimums on Runways 
22L,27, 15R and 33L. The stated purpose of the project is to reduce current and projected 
delays and improve safety and efficiency of movement on the airfield. 


In our comments on the DEIS/R we pointed out the potential noise impacts that could 
result from increased jet flights over Cambridge resulting from the construction of 
Runway 14/32. In 1999 there were about 2,800 jet flights over Cambridge (mostly North 
Cambridge) flying at an altitude of about 4,000 ft. Although none of the planes using the 
new runway 14/32 will fly over Cambridge, construction of the runway will result in an 
increase in yearly flights over Cambridge to about 6,500. 


We feel that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Massachusetts Port 
Authority (Massport) have not fully justified the need for any new runways including the 
proposed Runway 14/32. According to the DEIS/FEIR delays will be greater than is 
currently the case, with or without the project. Other alternatives to address the projected 
growth in demand for air travel and resulting delays at Logan need to be analyzed in 
much more detail. 
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A thorough analysis of alternatives to the proposed runway would include an analysis of 
the scale of investment and specific improvements required to shift the projected demand 
to other airports or rail. The SDEIS/FEIR speaks to the great success of a regional 
approach to meet the growing demand for long distance travel including regional airports 
and high speed rail. As a result of increased investment in and marketing of New 
England’s regional airports have experienced exceptional growth. Similarly, as high 
speed rail trave] is becoming increasingly available in the region, more travelers are 
choosing rail for long distance trips. The following measures would all contribute to a 
reduction in the growth in demand for Logan air services and should be fully 
implemented before a new runway is considered: 


e Full implementation of high speed rail service between Boston and New 2Oe and 
Boston and Portland 

e Upgrading and expansion of nearby regional airports to absorb all of the ail 
demand for more flights that could reasonably be expected to be accommodated at 
these locations. | 

e Infrastructure improvements to accommodate access to regional airports. 

e Expansion of the Massport express bus system by adding service from Woburn to 
Manchester Airport, from Braintree to Green Airport north of Providence, and from 
Framingham to Worcester and Hartford Airports. 


In addition, a comprehensive monitoring and reporting system to track the attainment of 
changes in things forecasted to occur and a demand management plan that would include | 
higher peak period landing fees should be implemented. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 


Very truly yours, 


Robert W. Healy 
City Manager 


Cc: Beth Rubenstein, Acting Assistance City Manager 
for Community Development 


Chelsea 


City of Chelsea 


DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
. Ned Keefe, Executive Director 
City Hall, Room 101, 500 Broadway 
Chelsea, Massachusetts 02150 
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Remarks For Joint Federal/State Public Hearing April 25, 2001 

Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report Ee Massport)/ Suppl eméntal Draft Envreumental 
Impact Report (NEPA -- FAA) 


1. Introduction 


These remarks are preliminary in nature. Chelsea plans to submit more detailed written 
comments prior to the end of the comment period. 


2. Overall 


The City of Chelsea finds the Impact Statement and Report (“Report") to be inadequate under 
both MEPA and NEPA regulations. Much more work needs to be done before the Report can meet 
statutory standards for impact review and before it can serve as a guide to agency decision-makers 
dealing with the Airside Improvements Project ("Project") 


The Report suffers from several general weaknesses and omissions. First, by limiting the range 
of alternatives considered to a handful of "Logan-specific," on-airport alternatives, it ignores a host 
of reasonable, practicable and more environmentally-sound big picture solutions to the problem of 
delays at Logan. Second, the Report overstates the size and scope of the delay problem that the 
Project is designed to address. Third, the Report relies on the old and discredited notion that it will 
"improve" the efficient movement of airplanes on the ground and in the air and will therefore 
supposedly decrease air and noise pollution. This ignores the inducement factor of the Project, 
which the Secretary of Environmental Affairs clearly recognized in his Certificate on the Draft EIR. 
Fourth, the Report also ignores many other topics, which Secretary Durand required to be studied in 
that Certificate. Fifth, the Project is clearly out of compliance with any notion of environmental 
justice, a subject of tremendous importance to Chelsea with its large minority and lower income 
population. Finally, the Report does not contain the kind of specific and appropriate mitigation 
commitments that it is required to include, relying instead on vague statements of intent which will 
be ignored if the Report is deemed adequate. 


3. Alternatives Analysis 


The annie of alternatives is the heart of any MEPA or NEPA review process. Project . 
proponents must study all reasonable alternatives to the Project. By contrast, the Report only 


focuses on a narrow range of alternatives that are merely different mixes of the Logan- specific, 
on-airport operational solutions that constitute the Project. The alternatives analysis never 
meaningfully considers options outside the boundaries of Logan. This technique artificially skews 
the analysis to ensure that the "preferred alternative" produces the best results. 


This flies in the face of the Secretary's Certificate on the Draft EIR. That Certificate stated that 
Massport was required “to study off-site alternatives." It specified several such alternatives. Those 
"off-site alternatives" are either ignored or given a cursory analysis in the Report. For example, 
Hanscom is only dealt with as a "reliever" airport for general aviation aircraft. Almost no mention 
is made of the fact that since the original planning for the Project commercial air passenger service 
has returned to Hanscom, demonstrating its suitability to serve as part of the regional airport system 
for passenger service. Similarly, there is no serious mention of New Bedford Airport as a cargo 
facility. Such regulatory approaches as Gate Use Standards and Aircraft Size Limits are not 
presented as alternatives. 


The high-speed rail alternative is also effectively left out. This alternative can be potentially huge, 
since over twenty percent of Logan departures (not including arrivals, just departures) now go to 
destinations in the Boston-Washington corridor serviced by high-speed rail. We now have Acela 
service in place and full electrification of rail service from Washington to Boston. Actual data. 
exists. Notwithstanding those facts, the Report relies on "projections" for diversion of air travel to 
rail that date from 1994. These are seven years old. They are also one million passengers less than 
studies projecting larger passenger diversions just a few years before the 1994 modeling effort. 
Boston-Portland rail service is also dismissed as insignificant because Massport and FAA refuse to 
consider the potential for high-speed service on that line and other lines from New Hampshire and 
Vermont feeding into Boston. The combination of high-speed service on these lines with a North 
Station-South Station Rail Link to feed northern and western passengers into Acela service to New 

York and Washington is not considered in the Report. Indeed, the Rail Link project is given almost 
"no credit for its potential to divert air passengers to rail. Massport attempts to take credit for sitting 
in on an MBTA study group associated with the Rail Link. Yet Massport is doing nothing concrete 
to actually support this project and realize its tremendous potential for diversion of air passengers. 


Massport has recognized that alternatives do have real potential for getting passengers out of 
Logan. Unfortunately, since they are "off-airport" alternatives, these alternatives have not been 
adequately addressed. The report should aggressively find creative ways to fully develop such 
potential diversions as real alternatives to the Project. 


4. Project Justification 


The stated purpose of the Project is to address the so-called delay problem at Logan in general, and 
the delays associated with northwest wind and visual flight rules (°VER”) conditions specifically. 
Consider the following: 


A Northwest wind conditions which reduce Logan to a one runway configuration occur. only 
about ten days per year. 


B: Despite growth in passengers and operations, the delay problem does not seem to be getting 
worse at Logan. Logan ranked 6™ in delays in 1991, 1992, 1994, 1998 and 2000. It 
improved to 7" in 1999, Between 1993 and, 1998 total delay hours. decreased at Logan by 


about eleven percent. Runway-related delays decreased by about six percent. These 
significant reductions took place without any of the proposed airside improvements. 


C. In 1998, VFR delays totaled 51,000 hours. About seventy percent of those delays were 
associated with northwest winds. That means that the Project is really only addressing about 
35,700 delay hours per year. While that sounds like a lot, for 1999 that translates into delays 
of only about 4 minutes per operation. 


D. The preferred alternative only reduces Logan's arrival delays, according to Massport, by 5.2 
minutes per operation and 2.1 minutes per operation for total delays. 


E. The costs of delays are grossly over- stated. The Report attributes a cost to each and every 
flight delayed based on a $27 per hour cost per passenger, however, the Report does not 
provide cost estimates for tourist flights, flights arriving at night for meetings the next 
morning, or flights for conventioneers. | 


F. Other airports that rank higher than Logan for delays (e.g., La Guardia) are addressing their 
delay problems without building new runways. 


In short, does the vastly-overstated "delay problem" really justify the negative environmental 
impact of the Project? 


5. Inducement Factor 


The Secretary's. Certificate boldly and correctly spencwedged that the Project is not "capacity 
neutral." Secretary Durand stated that the Project will clearly induce some passengers to use Logan 
and will tap in to some repressed demand. The Secretary required Massport to address the induced 
demand issue. 


The Report completely fails to do so. It clings to the notion that the Project will have no impact 
on Logan passenger levels, even though it will clearly allow Logan to operate at full capacity for 
more days of the year, will provide a new arrival and departure point for the ever growing fleet of 
_ regional jets, and will supposedly make Logan a more attractive destination for passengers currently 
beset by "excessive" delays. 


Studies have shown that every major transportation project creates. induced demand. By 
ignoring this factor, the Report claims that aircraft will circulate on the ground and in the air much 
more efficiently after the Project is built. This is like saying that adding highway lanes will just 
allow the same amount of cars to travel faster. 


By claiming that the Project is capacity neutral, Massport can provide air and noise pollution 
figures that show that the Project creates little negative, or in some cases even positive, 
environmental impacts. These figures are inherently inaccurate because they. do not include the 
induced demand factor. 


a. Requirements of the Secretary's Certificate 
While the Report repeatedly claims and attempts to rely on the fact that the Secretary found the 
Draft EIR to be "adequate," in reality the Certificate on the Draft EIR contained many pages of 
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specific inadequacies required to be addressed i in the final EIR. Many of these requirements have 
been ignored. A few examples: 


A. The Report is supposed to study the environmental impacts of utilizing the regional airports. 
It does not. 


B. The Report is required to address opportunities for increasing flights out of Hanscom, 
including any legal impediments to commercial passenger service from Hanscom. It does 
not. 


C. The Certificate required Massport to begin the Part 161 waiver process with the FAA and to 
report on progress. The Report does not do so. 


D. The Report is- supposed to fully examine ue feasibility of landing fees on a "polluter pays” 
basis. It does not. 


E. The Report is required to address the ground transportation problems that will arrive with 
37.5 million passengers trying to get to Logan. It does not.. 


F. The Report is to examine the impacts of the Project on the Harbor Islands, regardless or the 
4(f) exemption contained in the Harbor Islands legislation. It does not, 


8. Ev opmental Justice — 


Apcerditg to the Secretary, the environmental justice issue breaks down into the legal 
constraints imposed upon FAA by Executive Order concerning minorities and lower income 
populations, and the more general notion that Logan's close-in communities should get relief from 
shouldering most of the burdens of Logan, a massive regional transportation facility in their 
backyards. Chelsea qualifies for both versions of the environmental justice concept. 


First and foremost, the Report ica understates the minority and lower income population in 
Chelsea impacted by the Project because the Report uses 1990 Census data. Data from the 2000 
Census show that Chelsea's population has grown by twenty-two percent. There is no reason to 
assume that such a tremendous growth spurt does not include a proportionate share of minority and 
low and moderate income populations. Thus, the impacted population in Chelsea for environmental 
justice purposes is woefully understated in the Report. 


Second, the Report attempts to skirt the environmental justice issue by aggregating data. The 
Report looks at total population exposed to noise in the entire study area, and then concludes that 
the minority or poor population subsets are not significantly increased. This kind of macro-scale 
analysis ignores the simple fact that on the macro-scale of Chelsea, more noise and more air 
pollution will be inflicted on more minority and low and moderate income residents because of the 
Project. For example; the population exposed to 65 dB or greater in Chelsea went up by eight 
percent from 1980 to 1990. The 2000 Census data shows that the general population of Chelsea 
went up by a factor of twenty-two percent. It is then possible that the Chelsea population exposed 
now to unacceptable noise levels has grown by a very large percentage. Indeed, the Report 
consistently shows that in the 37.5 High Fleet Scenario, noise in Chelsea goes up tremendously with 
the preferred alternative. Much of that noise will impact minority and low and moderate income 
populations. , 


The big picture environmental justice issue also demonstrates how Chelsea fails to get due 
consideration with this Project, For example, in its discussion of Peak Period Pricing, Massport and 
FAA show tremendous concern for "greatly affected communities" in such rural resort areas as 
Martha's Vineyard, Nantucket and Rutland, Vermont. Why is cheap and convenient "access to the 
national air transportation network" for these resort communities more important than basic quality 
of life and public health issues for communities like Chelsea with large poor and minority 
populations? Similarly, if affluent suburbs like Milton can get noise relief with the Project, why 
should such relief come at the expense of poorer communities like Chelsea, which gets more noise 
with the preferred alternative? 


9. Mitigation 


The Secretary’s Certificate and MEPA itself require concrete mitigation efforts by Massport 
designed to offset the environmental impacts of the Project. Instead, the Report contains vague 
notions of mitigation, which are replete with "best efforts" type language. The Section 61 findings 
consist of only six pages of such "commitments" once the construction periods commitments are 
taken out. There are no specific dollar commitments. Massport can pay approximately $300 
million in support of the Central Artery project. A similar commitment to address environmental 
impacts in communities such as Chelsea should be considered. 


10. Conclusion 


For the foregoing reasons, Chelsea urges you to deem the Report to be inadequate. 
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CRAIGHEAD GLICK LLP 
COUNSELLORS AT LAW 
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Neal B. Glick 
nbg@glickhead.com 


May 16, 2001 


Secretary Bob Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Re: EOEA No. 10458; Massport and 
Federal Aviation Administration; 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project; FEIR/SDEIS; Initial Comments 
And Notice of Project Change 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


We represent the City of Chelsea (“Chelsea”) in connection with the MEPA/NEPA 
process for the above-referenced project (“Project”). Chelsea finds the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (“FEIR”) and the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“SDEIS”) 
to be inadequate under both MEPA and NEPA, and, for the reasons set forth below, urges you to 
make a similar finding at the close of the comment period. 


This letter will also constitute Chelsea’s filing of a Notice of Project Change pursuant to 
301 CMR 11.10. The Project Change concerns the recent announcements of the significant 
expansion of commercial air passenger service at Massport’s other metropolitan Boston airport, 
Hanscom Field (“Hanscom”). As set forth more fully below, the increase in passenger service at 
Hanscom is a significant alternative that has been completely ignored in the FEIR/SDEIS. This 
omission renders the analysis in the FEIR/SDEIS incomplete and clearly requires further study. 
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Initial Comments 


Chelsea will be submitting detailed comments prior to the close of the comment period. 
However, given the facts that: (i) you have only seven days after the close of the comment period 
to issue your certificate, (ii) the Project is extremely complex; and (iii) the Project is, to say the 
least, quite controversial and will undoubtedly generate a great deal of comment for you to 
analyze and review during that brief, seven day period, Chelsea herewith submits its initial 
comments on the Project. 


1. Overview 

Much more work needs to be done before the Report can meet statutory standards for impact 
review and before it can serve as any kind of guide to agency decision-makers dealing with the 
Project. The Report suffers from several general weaknesses and omissions. First, by limiting the 
range of alternatives considered to a handful of “Logan-specific,” on-airport alternatives, it 
ignores a host of reasonable, practicable and more environmentally-sound “big picture” solutions 
to the problem of delays at Logan. Second, the Report grossly overstates the size and scope of 
that delay problem that the Project is supposedly designed to address. Third, the Report relies on 
the tired and discredited notion that it will allegedly “improve” the efficient movement of airplanes 
on the ground and in the air and will therefore supposedly decrease air and noise pollution. This 
ignores the inducement factor of the Project (“If you build it, they will come”) which you clearly 
recognized in your Certificate on the Draft EIR. Fourth, the Report also ignores many other 
topics which Secretary Durand required to be studied in that Certificate. Fifth, the Project is 
clearly out of compliance with any notion of environmental justice, a subject of tremendous 
importance to Chelsea with its large minority and lower income population. Finally, the Report 
does not contain the kind of specific and appropriate mitigation commitments that it is required to 
include, relying instead on vague statements of intent which history tells us will be ignored if the 
Report is deemed adequate. 


2. Alternatives 

The analysis of alternatives is the heart of any MEPA or NEPA review process. Project 
proponents must study all reasonable alternatives to the Project. By contrast, the Report simply 
focuses on a narrow range of alternatives that are nothing more than different mixes of the 
Logan-specific, on-airport operational “fixes” that constitute the Project. The alternatives 
analysis never meaningfully goes outside the boundaries of Logan. This technique artificially 
skews the analysis to ensure that the “preferred alternative” produces the best results. 


This flies in the face of the Secretary’s Certificate on the Draft EIR. That Certificate stated 
that Massport was required “to study off-site alternatives.” It specified several such alternatives. 
Those “off-site alternatives” are either ignored completely or given short shrift in the Report. 
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For example, Hanscom is only dealt with as a “reliever” airport for general aviation aircraft. 
Almost no mention is made of the fact that since the original planning for the Project commercial 
air passenger service has returned to Hanscom, demonstrating its suitability to serve as part of the 
regional airport system for passenger service. Indeed, as more fully discussed below in Chelsea’s 
Notice of Project Change, recent developments at Hanscom demonstrate that not only has 
commercial air passenger service returned to this airport, but it has returned with a vengeance. 
Carriers are lining up trying to get service approved out of Hanscom and Massport has begun to 
officially recognize the potentially large market that Hanscom can (and apparently will) serve. 
Massport owns and operates Hanscom. Therefore, it is a perfect alternative to the Project. Yet, 
it is ignored. 


Other alternatives are ignored as well. There is no serious mention of New Bedford Airport 
as a cargo facility. Regulatory approaches such as Gate Use Standards and Aircraft Size Limits 
are not presented as alternatives. 


The high speed rail alternative is also effectively left out. This alternative can be potentially 
huge, since over 20% of Logan departures (not including arrivals, just departures) now go to 
destinations in the Boston-Washington corridor serviced by high speed rail. We now have Acela 
service in place and full electrification of rail service from Washington to Boston. Actual data 
exists. Notwithstanding those facts, the Report relies on “projections” for diversion of air travel 
to rail that date from 1994. These are seven years old. They are also | million passengers less 
than studies projecting larger passenger diversions just a few years before the 1994 modeling 
effort. Boston-Portland rail service is also dismissed as insignificant because Massport and FAA 
refuse to consider the potential for high-speed service on that line and other lines from New 
Hampshire and Vermont feeding into Boston. The combination of high-speed service on these 
lines with a North Station-South Station Rail Link to feed northern and western passengers into 
Acela service to New York and Washington is not fully considered in the Report. Indeed, the 
Rail Link project is given almost no credit for its potential to divert air passengers to rail. 
Massport attempts to take credit for sitting in on an MBTA study group associated with the Rail 
Link. Yet Massport is doing nothing concrete to actually support this project and realize its 
tremendous potential for diversion of air passengers. 


Those who have studied Massport’s landside and airside environmental reviews over the years 
know that in the not-so-distant past Massport’s approach was to completely dismiss any of the 
alternatives mentioned above as “insignificant,” “not feasible” or “up to other agencies.” Now, 
Massport has finally come to admit that these alternatives do have real potential for getting 
passengers out of Logan, and you have required Massport to study such alternatives even if they 
fall within the primary jurisdiction of other transportation agencies. Unfortunately, since these are 
“off-airport” alternatives, Massport continues to attempt to downplay their potential. It should 
instead be looking to aggressively find creative ways to fully develop such potential diversions as 
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real alternatives to the Project. 


3. Project Justification 

The stated purpose of the Project is to address the so-called delay problem at Logan in 
general, and the delays associated with northwest wind and visual flight rules (“VFR”) conditions 
specifically. Consider the following: 


A. Northwest wind conditions which reduce Logan to a one runway configuration occur only 
about ten days per year. 


B. Despite growth in passengers and operations, the delay problem does not seem to be 
getting worse at Logan. Logan ranked 6" in delays in 1991, 1992, 1994, 1998 and 2000. It 
improved to 7" in 1999. Between 1993 and 1998 total delay hours decreased at Logan by about 
11%. Runway-related delays decreased by about 6%. These significant reductions took place 
without any of the proposed “airside improvements.” 


C. In 1998, VFR delays totaled 51,000 hours. About 70% of those delays were associated 
with northwest winds. That means that the Project is really only addressing about 35,700 delay 
hours per year. While that sounds like a lot, for 1998 that translates into delays of only about 4 
minutes per operation. 


D. The preferred alternative only reduces Logan’s arrival delays, according to Massport, by 
5.2 minutes per operation and 2.1 minutes per operation for total delays. 


E. The costs of delays are grossly over-stated. The Report attributes a cost to each and 
every flight delayed based on a $27 per hour cost per passenger. But what about tourist flights? 
No cost there. What about flights arriving at night for meetings the next morning? No cost there. 
What about costs for flights for conventioneers? No cost there, either. 


F. Other airports which rank higher than Logan for delays (e.g., La Guardia) are addressing 
their delay problems without building new runways. 


In short, does the vastly-overstated “delay problem” really justify the negative environmental 
impacts of the Project? The answer is clearly “No.” The Project will generate real noise and real 
air pollution in return for marginal (if any) delay reductions and ephemeral cost savings. In terms 
of the cost/benefit analysis inherent in MEPA and NEPA review, that is a bad bargain. 


4. Inducement Factor 
Your Certificate on the Draft EIR boldly and correctly acknowledged that the Project is not 
“capacity neutral.” You stated that the Project will clearly induce some passengers to use Logan 
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and will tap in to some repressed demand. You therefore required Massport to address the 
induced demand issue. 


The Report completely fails to do so. It clings to the notion that the Project will have no 
impact on Logan passenger levels, even though it will clearly allow Logan to operate at full 
capacity for more days of the year, will provide a new arrival and departure point for the ever- 
growing fleet of regional jets, and will supposedly make Logan a more attractive destination for 
passengers currently beset by allegedly “excessive” delays. 


Experience teaches us that every major transportation project creates induced demand. By 
ignoring this factor, Massport is able to claim that aircraft will circulate on the ground and in the 
air much more efficiently after the Project is built. This is like saying that adding highway lanes 
will just allow the same amount of cars to travel faster. Inevitably, more cars are drawn by the 
prospect of new lanes and the resultant congestion slows travel times. 


By claiming that the Project is capacity neutral, Massport can provide air and noise pollution 
figures that show that the Project creates little negative, or in some cases even positive, 
environmental impacts. These figures are inherently inaccurate because they do not include the 
induced demand factor. 


6. Requirements of the Secretary’s Certificate 

While the Report repeatedly claims and attempts to rely on the fact that the you found the 
Draft EIR to be “adequate,” in reality the Certificate on the Draft EIR contained many pages of 
specific inadequacies required to be addressed in the Final EIR. Many of these requirements have 
been ignored. A few examples: 


A. The Report is supposed to study the environmental impacts of utilizing the regional 
airports. It does not. This is especially true with respect to Hanscom, Worcester and New 
Bedford. 


B. The Report is required to address opportunities for increasing flights out of Hanscom, 
including any legal impediments to commercial passenger service from Hanscom. It not only fails 
to do so, but it ignores the ever-increasing demand for such service from Hanscom and the private 
sector’s clear response thereto. 


C. The Certificate required Massport to begin the Part 161 waiver process with the FAA and 
to report on progress. The Report does not indicate that Massport has done that. 


D. The Report is supposed to fully examine the feasibility of landing fees on a “polluter pays” 
basis. It does not. 
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E. The Report is required to address the ground transportation fiasco that will arrive with 
37.5 million passengers trying to get to Logan. It does not. 


F. The Report is to examine the tmpacts of the Project on the Harbor Islands, regardless of 
the 4(f) exemption contained in the Harbor Islands legislation. It does not. 


7. Environmental Justice 

According to your Certificate on the Draft EIR, the environmental justice issue breaks down 
into the legal constraints imposed upon FAA by Executive Order concerning minorities and lower 
income populations, and the more general notion that Logan’s close-in communities should get 
relief from shouldering most of the burdens of Logan, a massive regional transportation facility, in 
their backyards. Chelsea qualifies for both versions of the environmental justice concept. 


First and foremost, the Report clearly understates the minority and lower income population in 
Chelsea impacted by the Project because the Report uses 1990 Census data. Data from the 2000 
Census show that Chelsea’s population has grown by 22%. There is no reason to assume that 
such a tremendous growth spurt does not include a proportionate share of minority and low and 
moderate income populations. Thus, the impacted population in Chelsea for environmental justice 
purposes is woefully understated in the Report. 


Second, the Report attempts to skirt the environmental justice issue by aggregating data. The 
Report looks at total population exposed to noise in the entire study area, and then concludes that 
the minority or poor population subsets are not significantly increased. This kind of macro-scale 
analysis ignores the simple fact that on the micro-scale of Chelsea, more noise and more air 
pollution will be inflicted on more minority and low and moderate income residents because of the 
Project. 


For example, the population exposed to 65 dB or greater in Chelsea went up by 8% from 1980 
to 1990. The 2000 Census data shows that the general population of Chelsea went up by a factor 
of 22%. It is, then, possible, that the Chelsea population exposed now to unacceptable noise 
levels has grown by a very large percentage. Indeed, the Report consistently shows that in the 
37.5 High Fleet Scenario, noise in Chelsea goes up tremendously with the preferred alternative. 
Much of that noise will impact minority and low and moderate income populations. 


The “big picture” environmental justice issue also demonstrates how Chelsea gets the short 
end of the environmental stick with this Project. For example; in its discussion of Peak Period 
Pricing, Massport and FAA show tremendous concern for “greatly affected communities” in such 
rural resort areas as Martha’s Vineyard, Nantucket and Rutland, Vermont. Why is cheap and 
convenient “access to the national air transportation network” for these resort communities more 


Secretary Bob Durand 
May 16, 2001 
Page 7 


important than basic quality of life and public health issues for communities like Chelsea with 
large poor and minority populations? Similarly, if affluent suburbs like Milton can get noise relief 
with the Project, why should such relief come at the expense of poorer communities like Chelsea, 
which gets more noise with the preferred alternative? 


8. Mitigation 

Your Certificate on the Draft EIR and MEPA itself require concrete mitigation efforts by 
Massport designed to offset the environmental impacts of the Project. Instead, the Report 
contains vague notions of mitigation which are replete with “best efforts” type language. History 
teaches us that such efforts will result in little or no actual mitigation. The Section 61 findings 
consist of only six pages of such “commitments” once the construction period commitments are 
taken out. There are no specific dollar commitments. The findings are mostly platitudes. 
Massport can pay approximately $300 million in support of the Central Artery project. Why can 
it not make a similar commitment to communities such as Chelsea to mitigate the impacts of 
Logan expansion? 


Notice of Project Change 


Attached you will find two recent articles from the Boston Globe concerning the dramatic 
increase in air passenger activity scheduled for Hanscom. In the first article (May 2, 2001), 
Massport is quoted as claiming that currently 400 people per day drive from the communities 
right around Hanscom into Logan. This translates into almost 300,000 passengers per year 
(departure and return) and almost 300,000 car trips per year. That is at current levels of demand. 
If one extrapolates this figure out by: (i) taking into account the projected increase to a 37.5 
million or 40+million total passenger demand in the Logan area; and (ii) to include passengers 
who might not live right around Hanscom but would be attracted to it nevertheless because of its 
proximity to Route 128, its suburban location, lower parking prices and the traffic nightmare that 
Logan will experience at anything approaching 37.5 million passengers annually, it is easy to see 
that Hanscom can become much more than the simple “reliever” airport for “general aviation” 
(private planes, charters, corporate aircraft, etc.) that Massport relegates it to in the 
DEIR/SDEIS. 


How much more? Again, the article states that Massport determined in 1995 that Hanscom 
could support 48 flights per day without any environmental impact. If you assume 30 passengers 
per flight, you get over 525,000 passengers per year. That is without any effort to promote 
Hanscom, and without the people in the communities around Hanscom suffering any negative 
environmental impact. If one assigns a growth rate that is anything like the rates experienced by 
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Manchester and Providence over the last several years (a very conservative assumption, since 
Hanscom is in fact much more attractive to Boston area passengers than either Manchester or 
Providence), and allow for a reasonable amount of impact to the communities around Hanscom 
(much less than the levels of noise and air pollution that Chelsea and other communities close to 
Logan have had to, and continue to suffer due to Logan), Massport could easily divert several 
hundred thousand more passengers from Logan to Hanscom. 


This is not a pipe dream. It is reality. The second article (May 15, 2001) states that “Demand 
by commercial airlines to fly in and out of Hanscom Field in suburban Boston is rapidly exceeding 
the expectations of Massachusetts Port Authority officials.” The article confirms that three major 
commercial passenger carriers (including Logan’s largest single passenger airline) are rapidly 
moving forward to join the existing carrier at Hanscom and operate flights from Hanscom to a 
variety of markets. These markets range from the Cape and the Islands to New York, 
Philadelphia and Raleigh-Durham. 


Clearly, Hanscom 1s much more than a “reliever” for “general aviation flights.” Clearly, it has 
the potential to be a major piece of the commercial air passenger traffic network in and around 
Boston. Clearly, that potential is more than mere conjecture. It is a reality, confirmed by the 
actions of major private sector air passenger carriers. Just as clearly, the FEIR/DSEIS fails to 
address this significant alternative. It ignores it completely. 


Moreover, the fact that Boston Maine Airways is seeking to start seven daily flights from 
Hanscom to the Cape and Islands demonstrates that a key underpinning in Massport’s argument 
for the Project is extremely weak. Massport claims in the FEIR/DSEIS that it needs the proposed 
Runway 14/32, in part, to enable it to properly serve regional markets like the Cape and the 
Islands. If commercial carriers to those markets are willing, indeed eager, to utilize Hanscom 
instead of Logan, then it would certainly appear that the need for the Project is greatly reduced. 


These facts constitute a “material change in [the] Project” justifying a Notice of Project 
Change pursuant to 301 CMR 11.10 (1). It is obvious that when the FEIR/DSEIS was written, 
Massport and the FAA paid virtually no attention to the Hanscom alternative. The Report states 
as much. Now, before the comment period on the Report has even run, significant changes in 
Hanscom’s status have come to light. These changes are definitely material. They have 
tremendous environmental consequences because they demonstrate conclusively that a significant 
alternative to the Project exists, with far less environmental impact. In this regard, it is important 
to recall that Massport has already found that Hanscom can handle up to approximately 50 flights 
per day with no environmental impact. 


Therefore, Chelsea respectfully requests that you file a notice of this Notice of Project of 
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Change in accordance with 301 CMR 11.10 (8), and determine that additional MEPA review is 
necessary in order to fully evaluate the interplay between the Project and expansion of commercial 
air passenger service at Hanscom. In the meantime, the FEIR/DSEIS should be deemed 
inadequate for the reasons stated above and because of the Project Change. Massport should be 
required to undertake further environmental review. 


Sincerely, 
/ Ky Mee 
“Neale Glick 


NBG/enclosures 


CC: Kim Driscoll, Esq. 
Massport 
John C. Silva, FAA 
U.S. EPA 
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US Airways 


seeks to use. 


Hanscom 


Becomes third carrier 
in two weeks to express 


interest in area airport 
By Matthew Brelis 


GLOBE STAFF 


US Airways Express yesterday became 


the third commercial airline in two weeks 
express interest in flying to and from 


Hanscom Field, the suburban airport next 
to the Minute Man National Historical 
Park. 

The airline told officials from the 
Massachusetts Port Authority, which 
owns and operates Boston’s Logan Inter- 
national Airport and Hanscom, that it 
would like to begin three daily flights to 
and from Philadelphia, a US Airways hub. 
~~Hanscom is bounded by the affluent 
communities of Bedford, Concord, Lex- 
ington, and Lincoln, and the main access 
road to the airport travels through the na- 
“tional park. . 

“This confirms that the Hanscom Field 
area is a lucrative market,” said Massport 
spokesman Jose Juves. “Our analysis 
shows 400 people a day from [the Hans- 
com Communities] drive to Logan to catch 
a flight. This is obviously a much more 
convenient and cost-effective alternative 
and that is what regionalization is all 
about.” 

Massport is trying to win permission 
to build a controversial 5,000-foot runway 
for Logan that airport officials say would 
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> US AIRWAYS 
Continued from Page C1 

reduce delays at the Boston air- 
port. Opponents claim there are 
more effective ways to reduce de- 
lays, and the runway would only 
serve to enhance capacity at Lo- 
gan. me de 

As part of Massport’s efforts to 
get the runway, the state agency 
has tried to promote other region- 
al airports, both in Massachusetts 
as well as in other New England 
states. 

The addition of a third airline 
wanting to fly from Hanscom was 
met with anger from area groups 
opposed to the use of the airport 
by commercial carriers. Such in- 
cremental growth was precisely 
what they feared would occur 
when Shuttle America began 
flying from Hanscom with four 
daily flights nearly two years ago, 
opponents said. 

“What we are seeing is the real- 
ization of our fears,” said Nancy 
Nelson, superintendent of Minute 
Man park. “There is a real danger 
of significant incremental growth 
at the airport which could result in 
grievous harm to a national park 
without any discussion about how 
to protect it.” 

Anna Winter, executive direc- 
tor of Save Our Heritage, said, 
“Massport is a machine. It has no 
heart, no soul and apparently no 
brain . . . If they were really inter- 
ested in regionalization working, 
they would find ways to connect 
airports with rail and investigate 
alternative transportation.” 

Opponents are concerned that 
there is no known level of com- 
mercial activity at Hanscom that 
wouid necessitate an environmen- 
tal impact study. 


A generic environmen d 


done by Massport.in 1995 found 


no impact with a level of 48 com- 


mercial flights a day from Hans- 


com. Massport officials have said 


in the past more analysis would be 
done if commercial flight levels 
approached that number, but that 
review would not have the scope 
of a full impact study. 

Shuttle America, a Connecti- 
cut-based regional airline, filed for 
Chapter 11 bankruptev proceed- 


Airways eyes possible” 
daily flights from Hanscom * 
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both Midway and Boston Maine * 
Airways, which is owned by Pan _ 
American Airlines, the New ” 
Hampshire-based discount carri- ~ 
er, said they wanted to begin com-'* 
mercial service from Hanscom. “ 
Midway has said it would use 50- “ 

seat regional jets to fly to its abe 7 
Raleigh-Durham, N.C., and Bos- 

ton Maine Airways would use 19--- 

seat Jetstream 31s to fly to the 
Cape and Islands from Hanscom. ~ 

Cape Air, the Hyannis-based 

airline, is also studying flying from 

“Hanscom to the Cape, Martha’s { 
Vineyard — an Nantucket. nal 
the airline would make a decision - é 
this monti wlicther to try and be- » é 
gin service this summer. 

Despite Shuttle America’s fi. * 
nancial woes, the interest by other 
carriers indicates they believe ~ 
Hanscom to be a viable commer- » 6 
cial market. 4 

“A market exists and it is poten- - | 
tially a good market. Served with ’ 
the right type of aircraft, it could 
be mutally beneficial,” said Rich- * 
ard Weintraub, a US Airways ‘* 
spokesman. “We are looking at - 
service out of Bedford to Philadel- «: 
phia, which is our closest hub to « 
the Boston area and our primary -" 
international gateway.” 

US Airways would fly 37-seat 
Dash-8 aircraft on the route, cmake ‘ 
cials said. The start of that service, «: 
which must receive Massport * 
board approval, would point a-> 
dagger at the heart of Shuttle: 
America’s bread and butter route 
to Trenton, NJ. = 

Shuttle America has lost mon- ' 
ey on its flights to and from La- 
Guardia and now has one daily ©: 
flight from Hanscom to New York. -. 
But it has done better with its ser- 5 
vice to Trenton, about 30 miles ” 
from Philadelphia. 

“We continue to work on our 
restructuring and bookings re- ~ 
main very strong at Hanscom,” - 
said Shuttle America spokesman. - 
Mark Cestari. He said the airline .. 
welcomed additional carriers to 


Hanscom: “We are not d to - 
compete.” 
Matthew Brelis can be reached by 
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THE BOSTON GLOBE 


Several airlines seeking Hanscom routes 


By Matthew Brelis 
GLOBE STAFF 
Demand by commercial air- 
lines to fly in and out of Hanscom 
Field in suburban Boston is rapid- 


ly exceeding the expectations of 
Massachusetts Port Authority offi- 


Cials. The agency envision 
no more than 24 daily departures 
six years ago, but if several carri- 


review done by Massport in 1995. 
Massport spokesman Jose 
Juves said the agency was “in dis- 
cussions” with airlines about their 
proposals. If another environmen- 
tal review is needed, it would be 
done, he said. 
‘ “Massport will not be an obsta- 
cle to airlines flying out of Hans- 
com Field,” Juves sai is is re- 


ers’ proposals are approved, that gionalization at work.” 
number would grow nearly 50 Anna Winter, executive direc- 


percent. 

“Tonight, during a hearing at 
Bedford Town Hall, US Airways is 
expected to tell area officials that it 
wauts to start four daily flights to 
Philadelphia and three to New 
York’s LaGuardia airport. 

Shuttle America announced 
yesterday it would start flying six 
flights a day to New York on June 
15, bringing the number of its dai- 
ly departures from Hanscom to 
18, airline officials said. 

Midway Airlines also wants to 
Start service from Hanscom with 
three daily flights to Raleigh-Dur- 
ham, and Boston Maine Airways 
wants to start seven daily flights to 
the Cape and Islands. Both air- 
lines are expected to seek approval 
from Massport next month. 

If all the airlines fly the sched- 
ules they are proposing, then 
Hanscom, which is bordered by 
Bedford, Concord, Lincoln, and 
Lexington, would have 35 daily 
departures — 11 more than the 
limit studied in an environmental 


tor of Save Our Heritage, which is 
fighting increased commercial use 
of the airport, said, “Massport 
does whatever it wants. It has nev- 
er done a valid study of the envi- 
ronmental impact of commercial 
aviation at Hanscom and it never 
will.” 

Opponents are concerned that 
increasing commercialization of 
the airport, New England's busiest 
general aviation field, will harm 
nearby historic sites, including 
Minute Man National Historical 
Park, through which Hanscom’s 
main access road runs. 

The group and other oppo- 
nents, as well as surrounding com- 
munities, have gone to federal 
court to get the Federal Aviation 
Administration to conduct a thor- 
ough review of commercial service 
at Hanscom under the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

“Hopefully, the FAA will see 
this is an imperative and not wait 
for the court to act,” Winter said. 

Mark Cetari, a Shuttle America 


spokesman, said the airline “is 
working through reorganiza- 
tion. ... We have not laid anyone 
off and have a few new hires.” 

He said the resumption of mul- 
tiple flights to LaGuardia “was 
partially internally driven and 
partially competitively driven.” 
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Business ES 


With more flights out of Hans- 
com seeming likely, Massport offi- 
cials were reviewing whether to 
continue to permit free parking-at 
the airport. oh 
Matthew Brelis can be reached by 
e-mail at brelis@globe.com. = 
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June 6, 2001 
VIA FACSIMILE 
John C. Silva, Manager Secretary Bob Durand 
Environmental Programs Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 251 Causeway Street 
New England Region Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Re: EOEA No. 10458; Massport and 
Federal Aviation Administration; 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project; FEIR/SDEIS 


Dear Mr. Silva and Secretary Durand: 


We represent the City of Chelsea (“City” or “Chelsea’”) in connection with the 
MEPA/NEPA process for the above-referenced project (“Project”). On behalf of the City we 
submit below comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“SDEIS” 
or “Report”), pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”). These will serve as 
comments on the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) under the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) as well. As you know, the comment period under NEPA is 
slightly different from that of the Commonwealth’s parallel environmental impact review process 
under MEPA. We will be submitting additional comments to Secretary Durand later this week 
pursuant to MEPA. Finally, we note that the City filed initial comments with both of you last 
month on the Project. We incorporate those comments by reference and the comments below are 
intended to supplement the initial comments. 


Chelsea finds the Report to be inadequate. The Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) 
should immediately undertake a complete overhaul of the analysis contained in the Report. In its 
present state the Report cannot possibly support any record of decision which suggests that 
NEPA requirements have been met and that the Project should proceed. In addition to the 
inadequacies pointed out in our previous comment letters, we note the following additional 
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deficiencies of the Report: 
Environmental Justice 


The impacts from the Project create perhaps the classic environmental justice situation. 
The Project creates “winners” and “losers.” Many of the winners are outlying, affluent suburban 
communities. Many of the losers are poorer, urban communities which are literally next door to 
Logan. 


Chelsea is one of the urban and less affluent communities whose minority and lower 
income populations lose the most from the Project. A full 24% of Chelsea’s population below the 
poverty level ends up within the 60 dB DNL Contour by virtue of the Project. Even under the 29 
Million Low Fleet Scenario the increase in the number of minorities in Chelsea within the 60 dB 
DNL Contour if the Project is built is over 16 times larger than the non-minority population so 
impacted (Tables 6.8-9 and 6.8-10). In the 37.5 Million High RJ Fleet Scenario (Table 6.2-23), 
Chelsea’s population exposed to 60dB and higher DNL level rises by a whopping 407%, and 
much of that newly-exposed population is minority or lower income. Of course, noise is not the 
only adverse impact that Chelsea is faced with by virtue of the Project. 


As more fully described below, these kinds of noise increases and other environmental 
impacts are not projectd for more affluent suburban communities in the Report. In fact, many of 
those communities receive less total noise with the Project. Indeed, because Massport and FAA 
refuse to recognize the potential of alternatives to the Project like Hanscom Field, some of the 
affluent communities around Hanscom are greatly benefitted by the Project while Chelsea’s 
residents are harmed. 


There are two aspects to the Environmental Justice issue. First, there is the required 
compliance with two legal documents, Executive Order 12898 on environmental justice, and the 
related Department of Transportation (“DOT”) Final Environmental Justice Strategy (“DOT 
Strategy’) at 60 Fed. Reg. 33896. Second, there is the similar but more general fairness notion, 
articulated by Secretary Durand in his Certificate on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Project (“Certificate”). That notion is that governmental policy makers should look to spread 
the burdens of regional transportation facilities like airports among all of the citizens who benefit 
from those regional facilities, rather than piling on more and more of those burdens on less 
affluent communities such as Chelsea, which have suffered the consequences of having Logan 
Airport in their backyards for decades. The Report fails to adequately deal with either of these 
two aspects. 


Executive Order 12898 (“Order”) requires federal agencies such as the FAA to identify 
and address disproportionate adverse effects of agency actions, such as the Project, on minority 
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and low-income populations. The Order includes a broad spectrum of “adverse effects,” ranging 
from traditional environmental concerns like clean air and water to “human health risks.” 


DOT’s Strategy helps to implement the Order for DOT agencies like the FAA. It also 
contains a very broad definition of “adverse effects” which should be reviewed for 
disproportionate impact on minority and lower income populations, and then addressed. These 
include: 


* cumulative human health or environmental effects 

* social and economic effects 

* bodily impairment, illness and infirmity 

* disruption of man-made resources 

¢ diminution of aesthetic values 

¢ destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a community’s 
economic vitality 

disruption of the availability of public facilities and services 
vibration 

adverse employment effects 

* displacement of persons or businesses 

* increased traffic congestion 

¢ denial of, reduction in or delay in the receipt of benefits of programs 


The Order and the Strategy are directly applicable to NEPA review. They are also 
applicable to MEPA review of the Project. 301 CMR 11.01 (3) (a), 301 CMR 11.07 (6) (f) 3, 
301 CMR 11.07 (6) (h) and the Certificate. 


The Report fails to even attempt to identify almost all of the impacts listed above. It 
simply ignores them. The only “adverse effect” that the Report deals with in the environmental 
justice context is noise. It fails to adequately discuss, let alone address, the twelve “adverse 
effects” described above and in the Strategy. 


Further, as noted generally in our initial comments, the Report attempts to dismiss 
environmental justice concerns by aggregating data from large geographic regions around Logan, 
rather than focusing in on the specific and adverse impacts on poorer, close-in communities such 
as Chelsea. This allows the Project proponents to claim that the impacts of the Project do not fall 
disproportionately on minority or low income populations. For example, FAA and Massport 
define the “affected population” for environmental justice purposes as the entire population within 
the 65 DNL contour. They then compare data from that large population with the population 
data for Suffolk County. Since the so-called “affected population” has a lower percentage of 
minorities and lower-income people than Suffolk County, the Report comes to the odd conclusion 
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that the Project has no disproportionate impact on minorities or lower income populations. 


Such an approach flies in the face of common sense and defeats the entire purpose of 
environmental justice analysis, which is to analyze disproportionate impacts at the smaller scale of 
predominantly minority and poor communities or neighborhoods. Common sense and common 
experience tells us that communities like Chelsea which have had Logan in their backyard for 
decades have suffered more “adverse effects” from Logan than more affluent and outlying 
communities. Common sense and common experience also tell us that the impacts of such 
“disproportionate adverse effects” on communities like Chelsea over decades have played a role 
in making them less affluent and with greater concentrations of minorities than the outlying 
communities. Clearly, the impacts of Logan do have a disproportionate impact on minorities or 
lower income populations within municipalities like Chelsea, as opposed to more affluent outlying 
communities. 


The Project makes this disparity worse. Table 1 below provides a comparison of various 
noise impacts associated with the Project from tables in the Report. The comparison is between 
Chelsea and Milton, an affluent, outlying community. In each and every comparison, it is readily 
apparent that the Project will result in net reductions in noise for Milton, and net gains in noise for 
Chelsea. No amount of aggregation of data across geographic or uy lines can mask that clear 
result. 


Table 1 


Comparative Noise Exposure in Chelsea and Milton 


DNL from 37.5 High Fleet 
Scenario 


Time-Above- Threshold 85dB- 0 


Table 6.2-11 


Table 6.2-14 


Values for 24 Hour Period- 7T5dB- 0O 
29M Low Fleet Scenario 65dB- -5 
55dB- -31 


DNL from 37.5 High RJ Fleet | +4.6 -1.4 Table 6.2-24 
Scenario 

Nighttime Equivalent Sound | +4.1 -1.7 Table 6.2-25 
Levels-37.5M High RJ Fleet | 
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Even if the Report’s approach of comparing minority population percentages within the 65 
DNL contour to minority population percentages of Suffolk County had some rational basis, the 
data utilized is clearly inappropriate. First, Secretary Durand made it clear in his Certificate that 
the 65 DNL contour data did not adequately define the noise “problem” and he required analysis 
at the 60 DNL contour. Second, the data on minority populations in the Report is woefully out of 
date and clearly understates Chelsea’s Hispanic population. 


The Report relies on 1990 Census data. This eleven-year-old data ignores the available 
2000 Census data, summarized below in Table 2. As Table 2 makes clear, Chelsea has a very 
large and growing Hispanic population. Chelsea’s population as a whole grew by 22% between 
1990 and 2000. This dramatic increase far outstripped Boston’s growth of only 2% over the 
same period. At the same time, Suffolk County’s (Boston, Chelsea, Revere and Winthrop) 
Hispanic population grew by 46% in the 2000 Census. Boston’s Hispanic population growth 
lagged at 37%. Where did the rest of the considerable growth in the Hispanic population of 
Suffolk County occur? The answer is almost undoubtedly Chelsea. In 1990, over 97% of the 
Hispanic population of Suffolk County was found in Boston and Chelsea. Clearly, Suffolk County 
Hispanics who do not live in Boston live mostly in Chelsea. Chelsea is clearly absorbing a 
tremendous amount of Suffolk County’s rapidly expanding Hispanic population. This accounts 
for Chelsea’s strong overall population surge of 22%. 


Table 2 


Distribution of Suffolk County Hispanic Population, 1990 


pulation Growth 1990-2000 


Hispanic Po 


2 


Suffolk County 72,844 107,031 


City of Boston 61,955 
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Total Population Growth 1990-2000 


Suffolk County 663,906 689,807 3% 
City of Boston 574,283 589,141 2% 
City of Chelsea 28,710 35,026 (est.) 22% (est.) 


The Report conveniently ignores this clear trend. It therefore understates the Hispanic 
population of Chelsea. Even without the 2000 Census data, the 1990 data indicated that Chelsea 
had the highest ratio of minorities to whites (40/60) of any community in the population within 
the 65 dB DNL contour (Table 6.8-3). What would the ratio be with the 2000 data and the 
tremendous gain in Chelsea’s Hispanic population? By ignoring reasonably current data, the 
Report cannot possibly analyze and address environmental justice issues in an appropriate manner. 


In many instances, it does not even try to do so. As noted above, the FAA Strategy 
requires discussion and analysis of “adverse effects” dealing with a wide range of economic and 
urban improvement issues. Chelsea has many municipal planning and economic development 
projects which are directly and adversely impacted by the Project. For example, one area in 
Chelsea, the Shurtleff-Bellingham neighborhood, has one of the greatest concentrations of lower- 
income and minority populations in the City. Chelsea has utilized a variety of state and local 
programs to stabilize the neighborhood by improving housing stock and improving parkland and 
open space. The success of these programs will certainly be adversely impacted by the fact that 
the Shurtleff-Bellingham neighborhood may receive significant increases in noise levels above 60 
dB. 7 


Similarly, Chelsea is utilizing state funds and undertaking planning efforts to increase the 
attractiveness, pedestrian use and economic vitality of tts downtown area. How will such efforts 
fare when noise increases make downtown streets and businesses less attractive? The same holds 
true for Chelsea’s urban renewal area, the planning for which includes hotels and office space. 
This area will be exposed to greater noise if the Project goes forward. Will the urban renewal 
effort succeed with increased noise? 


The FAA Strategy also requires analysis of “adverse effects” relating to human health 
risks, illness and infirmity. However, the Report fails to analyze and address any public health 
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risks for Chelsea residents impacted by the Project. The Report simply states that based on phone 
calls to public officials in Chelsea, FAA and Massport determined that published data on public 
health risks which could be associated with the Project was unavailable. In other words, if a 
municipality (with its limited resources) does not have its own public health data, FAA and 
Massport (with much greater resources) have no obligation to attempt to gather such data or at 
least review existing sources to determine if studies on similarly-situated population groups exist. 
This is not only inconsistent with the DOT Strategy, it flies in the face of the requirement of 
Section 3-302 of the Order which states that: 


Each federal agency, whenever practicable or appropriate, shall collect, 
maintain and analyze information assessing and comparing environmental 
and human health risks borne by populations identified by race, national 
origin, or income. 


59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (1994). 


Even a cursory search on the Internet reveals a wide array of studies of public health 
concerns for populations which are close-in to airports (Ex. A). It certainly seems within the 
realm of practicality that Massport or FAA could utilize data from such existing studies or retain 
appropriate experts to examine any likely public health consequences of the Project to Chelsea’s 
population. | 


Beyond the legal requirements arising out of the Order and the Strategy is the fairness 
notion raised by Secretary Durand in the Certificate. Simply put, why should communities like 
Chelsea continue to bear the major brunt of the impacts associated with a regional facility like 
Logan? Why should poor and minority residents of close-in communities like Chelsea be exposed 
to more noise and other adverse impacts so that planes containing suburban business people and 
vacationers will not be a delayed by a few minutes? As noted in our previous comments, why 
should the peak period pricing alternative be rejected in part because of its negative economic 
impact on affluent rural areas such as the Cape and Islands or parts of Vermont, while the 
economic impact of the Project on community development or urban renewal projects in Chelsea 
is ignored in the Report? 


A related issue is the failure of the Project’s proponents to consider Hanscom Field as a 
true alternative to the Project. Hanscom is owned and operated by Massport. Recent 
developments have made it quite clear that there is a large, virtually untapped market for 
commercial air passenger service out of Hanscom. Yet, Hanscom, unlike Logan, is surrounded by 
towns with almost exclusively affluent and majority populations. The failure to discuss Hanscom 
as an alternative in the Report certainly appears to be a major environmental justice issue, 
especially under Secretary Durand’s definition of the environmental justice concern. 
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Alternatives 


As noted in our previous comments, there are several alternatives to the Project that are 
not dealt with in the Report. The Report concentrates mostly on Airport-specific alternatives and 
largely ignores true alternatives that do not involve Logan or the so-called regional airports of 
Providence, Manchester and Worcester. We have previously pointed out that Hanscom Field 
should be added to this list. The failure to discuss Hanscom as anything more than a general 
aviation airport, while several airlines are pushing to expand commercial air passenger service at 
Hanscom, is a major inadequacy of the Report. It is also a significant environmental justice issue, 
as set forth above. 


Another alternative that the Report ignores is the FAA’s recently-announced but long- 
planned air traffic control modernization program. According to published reports, this ten-year 
program is designed to allow for a 30% growth in air passenger traffic while easing delays and 
increasing safety. It involves a satellite-based, computerized system to control planes and greatly 
improve weather information and storm avoidance. 


As reported recently in the Boston Globe and the Washington Post, the new FAA 
program will serve as an alternative means of addressing the delay problem in the commercial 
aviation system. It is specifically designed as an alternative to building runways or new airports 
because FAA has run into a virtual ban on such new construction due to community opposition. 
Since Logan’s alleged delay problem is the stated reason for the Project, and since Logan’s 
projected growth has fallen well below the 30% level, the new FAA air traffic control program 
may very well obviate the need for airside improvements at Logan, especially Runway 14/32. 


Undoubtedly, both FAA and Massport have known about this proposed program for 
years. Yet, the Report makes no mention of it. Previous commenters on the Draft EIS and EIR 
have asked what other, more congested, more delay-prone airports are doing to address their 
delay problems since these airports (such as LaGuardia) are not building new runways. The 
answer may lie, in part, in the new FAA air traffic control program. Until this program is included 
as a real alternative in the Report, the Report cannot be deemed adequate. 


Cumulative Impacts/Segmentation 


For almost a decade, starting with the Logan Airport Modernization Program, then Logan 
2000 and now the Airside Improvements Project, you have received comments to the effect that 
segmenting the environmental review process for groundside Logan projects, related groundside 
projects such as the Central Artery/Third Harbor Tunnel and the parallel airside improvements 
constituted unlawful segmentation of environmental review and disregard for cumulative impacts 
in violation of NEPA. Those comments are hereby incorporated by reference. 
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The Report highlights the problem with the segmented approach. A reader of the Report 
is constantly cross-referenced to information contained in other environmental impact reviews, 
such as the Environmental Status and Planning Report (“ESPR”), as if the eleven volumes of the 
Report were not enough for a reader to handle. The cross-reference, segmented approach has 
gone beyond mere reader frustration. It has produced a situation whereby a reviewer of the 
Report has no ability to fully understand and analyze the environmental impacts of the Project 
without a decade or more of historical perspective and a room the size of a small town library full 
of various sets of environmental impact statements, reports and environmental assessments. The 
fundamental purpose of NEPA and MEPA, informed decision-making by agencies and the public, 
has been completely thwarted. It is now impossible for any agency decision-maker or member of 
the public to review the Report and fully understand the environmental costs and benefits of the 
Project. 


Furthermore, the cumulative impacts of related projects are being completely ignored. 
During the comment period for the Report, for example, Massport and American Airlines 
published a Draft EIR for the “Terminal B Satellite Federal Inspection Services Facility and 
Terminal B, Pier A Improvements Project.” This project involves the expenditure of many 
millions of dollars, the substantial reconstruction of half of Terminal B and the creation for the 
first time of an FIS facility outside of Terminal E. A similar project, involving the reconstruction 
of the other half of Terminal B by USAir was recently completed. Meanwhile, Delta is pushing 
ahead with its plans and permitting for a total reconstruction and reconfiguration of Terminal A. 


Is it possible that all of these projects, involving investments of hundreds of millions of 
dollars, are happening in a vacuum? Is it mere coincidence that billions of dollars of landside 
improvements are taking place at the same time as Massport and FAA push forward with the 
Airside Improvements Project? Is it not reasonable to assume that such landside investments are 
based, in part, on the assumption that airside improvements such as Runway 14/32 and taxiway 
improvements are going to increase passenger demand or, at a minimum, allow Logan to handle 
pent-up demand? Secretary Durand has already stated that the airside Project is not completely 
“demand neutral.” In other words, “if you build a new runway and other airside improvements 
they will come.” Are landside improvements that are closely related to airside improvements in 
terms of timing and physical proximity any more “demand neutral’? If you allow for more 
landside efficiency at the same time and place as you allow for more airside efficiency, are you 
not providing for and thus allowing for more passenger throughput on the ground and in the air? 


The cumulative impacts of all of the landside and airside projects, taken together as a 
whole, must be analyzed together. To do otherwise allows major impacts to go undetected. It 
also allows major mitigation opportunities to go unrealized. As a small example, the Terminal B 
project referenced above could be a terrific opportunity to have American Airlines take a much 
larger role in such mitigation efforts as the Logan Transportation Management Association, 
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experiments in off-site ticketing and baggage handling at Logan Express sites, and ground noise 
mitigation efforts. Ifthe Terminal B EIR is viewed in isolation, such opportunities never come 

up. Ifit is viewed as part of the entirety of Logan Airport expansion, such opportunities make 
perfect sense. 


Harbor Islands and Other Parklands 


The Report ignores the considerable impacts that the Project will have on parkland in the 
Boston Harbor Islands Park. Just because the legislation creating the Harbor Islands Park 
exempts the Park from Section 4 (f) requirements does not mean that the environmental impacts 
of the Project on the Park should not be reviewed under NEPA (and MEPA as well). NEPA’s 
concerns are independent of the requirements of Section 4 (f). 


Other parkland is not exempt from Section 4 (f). Parks ranging from the Piers Park in 
East Boston to urban parks in Chelsea in the Shurtleff-Bellingham neighborhood will be 
negatively impacted by the Project. The impacts of noise and air pollution on these parks should 
be fully reviewed in the Report. 


Mitigation 


Massport and the FAA are co-proponents of the Project. Yet, they work at cross- 
purposes when it comes to mitigation. There are several mitigation topics where the Report fails 
to provide concrete mitigation measures because Massport feels unable to commit without 
approvals from the FAA, and FAA is not committing to anything because Massport is not 
proposing a specific measure. This kind of “catch-22" approach results in totally inadequate 
mitigation commitments. 


This is clearly the case in the area of soundproofing. With respect to non-construction 
period mitigation, the Report offers virtually no mitigation besides soundproofing. Ironically, 
FAA and Massport, working together at Logan, have one of the worst records in the country in 
carrying out a soundproofing mitigation program. 


Exhibit B tells the story. Boston lags far behind other major airports in the number of 
homes soundproofed per year. Boston also lags way behind Chicago (by a factor of 5), 
Minneapolis (by a factor of more than 3), Seattle (by a factor of 3) and San Francisco 
in average dollars spent per year on sound insulation. Boston, with the oldest soundproofing 
program in the country, has completed 642 fewer homes than Chicago did despite Boston’s 13- 
year head start, 7,248 less homes than Atlanta despite a 2-year head start, 9,933 fewer homes than 
San Francisco again despite a 2-year head start, and 3,368 fewer homes than Minneapolis even 
though Minneapolis started 9 years after Boston. 
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This is a sad record. Soundproofing in Boston is a program run by Massport, but 
regulated and controlled to a large degree by the FAA. Obviously, the FAA and Massport have 
failed to complete homes and spend as aggressively in Boston as other U.S. airports have. 
Massport and FAA must work together effectively to dramatically increase the pace of 
soundproofing in and around Logan. 


Massport and FAA can also work together to increase the number of homes eligible for 
soundproofing under the FAA’s program. For example, the Minneapolis/St. Paul Airport’s 
Commission has announced plans to apply to FAA for further assistance under the Part 150 
program to soundproof over 6,000 homes in the 60 dB DNL contour. Why is Massport failing to 
commit to apply for such assistance and why is FAA not committing in the Report to grant 
Massport’s application? Similarly, at TF. Green Airport in Rhode Island the soundproofing has 
included cooling systems so that soundproofing can be more effective in the warmer months. 
While this is not a perfect solution, it is certainly something that Massport and FAA can work 
together to achieve around Logan. 


The PRAS system is another area where FAA can do more in terms of mitigation. 
Secretary Durand required Massport in his Certificate to establish accountability standards for 
meeting PRAS goals. Obviously, FAA would have to be directly involved in establishing and 
enforcing any such standards. The Report does not provide such standards. Massport 
undoubtedly blames that fact on opposition from FAA. FAA, in turn, will probably claim that 
Massport has never formally requested the imposition of PRAS accountability standards. 


Hushkits provide a similar example. The European Union has gone so far as to ban the 
use of hushkits at European airports. While such a step is probably impractical in the U.S., it is 
possible through FAA waivers for Massport to seek to limit hushkitted aircraft at Logan. The 
Report should at least discuss such a process, the benefits that might result, and any reasons why 
FAA objects to it. 
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Conclusion 
For the foregoing reasons, and those contained in previously-filed comment letters, the 


City of Chelsea respectfully requests that the Report be deemed emaccanate and that any record of 
decision should require further study. 


Sincerely, 


LEAS 


Neal B. Glick 


NBG/enclosures 


CC: US. Environmental Protection Agency. 
City of Chelsea 
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COUNSELLORS AT LAW 


277 DARTMOUTH STREET BOSTON MASSACHUSETTS 02116 PHONE 617.859.8200 FAX 617.859.7272 


Neal B. Glick 
nbg@glickhead.com 


June 8, 2001 


BY HAND 


Secretary Bob Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massacnusetis 02114 


Re: EQEA No. 10458; Massport and 
Federal Aviation Administration; 
‘Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project; FEIR/SDEIS:; Initial Comments 
And Notice of Project Change 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


We represent the City of Chelsea (“Chelsea” or the “City”) in connection with the 
MEPA/NEPA process for the above-referenced project (“Project”). Chelsea finds the Final 
Environmental Impact Report and the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(collectively, the “Report” or the “FEIR”) to be inadequate under both MEPA aud NEPA, and, 


for the reasons set forth below, urges you to make a similar finding at the close of the comment 
period, 


initial Comments 


Chelsea already submitted its initial comments to you on May 16, 2001. The City also sent to 
you a copy of comments that it filed with the Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) at the 
close of the FAA’s comment deadline on June 6, 2001. The initial comments and the FAA filing 


are hereby incorporated by reference. The comments below will supplement those prior 
comments. 


JUN 41 2001 
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Mitigation/Section 61 Findings 


MEPA and its implementing regulations create clear and mandatory standards for 
mitigation: 


The EIR shall specify in detail: the measures to be taken by the 
Proponent or any other Agency to avoid, minimize, 

and mitigate potential environmental impacts; an Agency... 
responsible for funding and implementing mitigation measures, if 
not the Proponent; and the anticipated implementation schedule 

that shall ensure that mitigation measures shall be implemented 
rior 10 or when appropriate in relation to environmental impacts. 
The EIR shail also discuss alternatives to the proposed mitigation 
measures ....noting the relative benefits and costs of these alternative 
mitigation measures. 


301 CMR 11.07 (6) G) (emphasis added). 
Similarly, Section 61 Findings must be made which: 


shall specify in detail: all feasible measures...to avoid Damage to the 
Environment or...to minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment 


to the maximum extent practicable ... and the anticipated implementation 


schedule that will ensure that mitigation measures shall be implemented 


prior to or when appropriate in relation to environmental impacts. 
301 CMR 11.07 (6) (k) (emphasis added). 


Finally, in your Certificate on the Draft Environmental Impact Report dated May 7, 1999 
(“Certificate”) you stated: 


In the FEIR, I am specifying a series of enforceable short-term and 
long-term mitigation measures...The Final EIR should include Proposed 
Section 61 Findings for each area of impact associated with Massport’s 


preferred alternative. | remind Massport of the importance of the Section 61 


Findings as a mechanism for formalizing the mitigation commitments that 
emerge from the EIR process, and / expect that the Section 6] Findings 
will commit to appropriate mitigation. 
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Certificate, pp. 3 and 13 (emphasis added). 


The FEIR falls far short of these requirements. Massport’s alleged “mitigation measures” 
are few and vague. Alternatives to Massport’s limited menu of mitigation measures are not 
examined. Funding for the measures is discussed in the vaguest of terms or not at all. There is no 
timetable for implementation. Some impacts have no mitigation proposed for them. Of the five 
“Proyject-Specific Mitigation measures” fisted in Section 8.5 of the FEIR, four deal with 
conditions on the airport proper. Only one deals with off-airport conditions in impacted 
communities such as Chelsea. 


The first “mitigation measure” proposed by Massport is not really a mitigation measure at 
all. It is the “reinforcement” of the unidirectional restriction for the proposed new runway 14/32. 
That restriction is a part of the Project rather than a mitigation measure. 


Another alleged “mitigation measure” involves legally-required tenant relocation 
assistance for tenants in one of the cargo buildings on the Airport. How is this an environmental 
mitigation measure? Why are only airport cargo businesses being relocated by Massport?. Why 
does Massport fail to explore the mitigation alternative of purchasing the homes of and relocating 
highly-impacted residents of close-in communities? Other airports have done this. 


Construction mitigation is certainly important. However, by its very nature it is only a 
short-term measure and it does nothing to address the “long-term” mitigation requirements in 
your Certificate. Even in the near term, construction mitigation does little or nothing to mitigate 
impacts in most of the areas affected by the Project, including Chelsea. 


The Upland Sandpiper Enhancement Plan is largely a program by Massport to get certain 
birds off of the Airport property. As such, it benefits Massport more than the birds or any 
humans impacted by the Project. The plan may be a good one, but it does nothing to address the 
very significant impacts on hundreds of thousands of humans who will suffer the effects of the 
Project. 


The “Sound Insulation Program” is really the only “mitigation measure” that even 
attempts to address the impacts of residents of close-in communities such as Chelsea. However, 
note the following in connection with this program: 


- It is limited to “eligible residences located within the 65 dB DNL contour (29M Low 
Fleet).” Why should the contour be measured by the lowest operational level 


projected? Why not measure the contour at the higher operational levels? 


* Why is the 65 dB DNL contour the only mitigation alternative that Massport is willing 
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to consider? As noted in our previous comments, the Minneapolis/St. Paul Airport’s 
Commission has announced plans to apply for assistance from the FAA to soundproof 
over 6,000 homes in the 60 dB DNL contour. Why is Massport leaving that alternative 
out? Similarly, the Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County has adopted a 
Land Use Plan which specifies that the 60 dB DNL contour should be used as a 
“Planning Boundary” for noise insulation purposes. Why is Massport refusing to do 
the same or at least explain why such a mitigation alternative was rejected, as required 
under MEPA? 


- As noted in our previous comments, Massport’s record of delivering “product” on its 
soundproofing program is terrible. Other airports have spent more and soundproofed 
many more homes even though Massport’s program has been in place for many more 
years. Massport does not offer a timetable for completion of its “Sound Insulation 
Program. It does not identify a defined funding source or committed level of funding. 
There is no commitment by Massport to complete its proposea soundproofing program 
(inadequate though it may be) prior to completion of the airside improvements. 


* Soundproofing is a very limited form of relief. It is meaningless in the warmer months 
when windows must be opened. At T.F. Green Airport the Rhode Island Airport 
Corporation is offering cooling systems along with soundproofing to at least partially 
address this shortcoming. While a cooling system 1s no replacement for fresh air on a 
nice day or the ability to barbeque in peace in one’s backyard, it is better than no relief 
in the warmer months. 


* Massport claims that FAA will fund “building code upgrades” for “eligible residences.” 
How many homes are eligible? How much funding has FAA committed? Despite your 
requirement in the Certificate to explain how often in the past households were denied 
soundproofing because of building code issues, there is no such explanation. 


* Massport mentions a new “terrain-adjusted” soundproofing program. It claims that the 
this program is “funded and underway.” What is the level of funding? How many 
homes are impacted. What problems does the program address? 


The so-called “Other Mitigation Commitments” also fall far short of the mark. PRAS 
monitoring and reporting is nothing more than generating additional reports and expanding the 
distribution list for those reports. That “commitment” provides no substantive mitigation. 
Further, Massport claims that “Over the longer-term’ it will “work with FAA to design additional 
reports, which cou/d help enhance the attainment of PRAS” (emphasis added). What is the 
“longer term?” What reports are they referring to? How can reports help to enhance attainment 
of PRAS? What populations will be benefitted, if any? What measures does Massport plan to 
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take to ensure compliance? When will those measures (if any) be implemented? How are 
Massport and FAA going to establish accountability for failure to meet PRAS goals? This is 
hardly the specificity that the MEPA regulations require or the “detail...for ensuring that the 
[PRAS] program fulfills its objective” that you required in your Certificate. 


Similarly, the mitigation “commitment” for reducing so-called “hushkitted aircraft” is 
really no commitment at all. All Massport claims is that it will “encourage” airlines to update 
their fleets so as to avoid hushkitted retrofits. What does “encourage” mean? There is no 
concrete plan, no estimate of how many hushkitted aircraft need to be revamped in order to 
achieve any mitigation goal, and no mention of the cost of doing so. When Massport allows 
airlines to expand their terminals at Logan does it require elimination of hushkitted aircraft from 
the gates? 


The hushkit problem is far from trivial. It is being directly and seriously addressed in other 
airport contexts. For example, the European Union enacted Council Regulation No. 925/1999 on 
April 29, 1999. That Regulation states: 


a rule which prohibits the addition of those older modified 
types of aeroplanes to Member States’ registers as from 

1 April 1999 can be considered as a protective measure 
aimed at preventing a deterioration of the noise situation 
around Community airports as well as improving the situation 
regarding fuel burn and gaseous emissions... The objective of 
this Regulation is to lay down rules to prevent deteriorations 
in the overall noise impact in the Community of recertified 
civil subsonic jet aeroplanes while at the same time limiting 
other environmental damage. 


In other words, European authorities, with many airports located in densely populated areas, have 
determined that hushkitted aircraft are just plain too noisy and too dirty to be allowed to take off 
and land at European airports. It is difficult to imagine an airport located in a more densely 
populated urban area than Logan. Why are Massport and FAA failing to take any concrete steps 
to eliminate or at least significantly reduce the usage of hushkitted aircraft at Logan? 


Your Certificate required Massport to pursue a Part 16] waiver for restricting the usage 
of hushkitted Stage 3 aircraft at Logan. There was to be a report on the status of discussions on 
such a waiver. The FEIR provides no such status report. 


Other mitigation “measures” are equally vague and useless. For example, Massport claims 
that it is “working with the MBTA” to buy new buses for an Airport Intermodal! Transit 
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Connector and is “addressing other issues.” How many new buses? What other issues? What is 
the cost of the new buses? How much is Massport paying? When will they come on line? 


With regard to the important issue of reducing NO x emissions, the Report simply states 
that a study is underway and the findings of the study will be presented to MEPA at a later date. 
This is far too open-ended. What is the level of funding for the study? When will it be 
completed? Why are no results included in the FEIR? What would be the impact on NO x 
emissions of the kind of “polluter pays” landing fee system that you required Massport to study in 
your Certificate? 


Similarly, Massport claims that it is “committed to cooperative transportation planning” 
with other agencies and is “actively working with a broad array of transportation agencies and 
concerned parties to ensure an integrated, multi-modal regional transportation network.” That 
sounds good, but MEPA requires much more specificity. What dollar commitments are Massport 
and others making? What actual assistance is Massport providing to other agencies? What 
projects are involved and what mitigation will result? When are such projects (if there are any) 
planned to come on line? 


Massport can do much better. For example, it could: 


* Commit actua! and significant dollar amounts to ground transportation planning and 
operational efforts such as the North Station-South Station Rail Link and remote check- 
in facilities at Logan Express sites and South Station. Massport has contributed 
hundreds of millions of dollars to the Central Artery/Third Harbor Tunnel Project. It 
can make a similar contribution to transit efforts. 


* Commit actual and significant dollar amounts to rail alternatives to regional and 
Northeast Corridor flights, including promotion of Acela service, high-speed service 
from Portland to Boston, and high-speed service from Vermont and New Hampshire to 
Boston. 


This lack of specificity as to actual mitigation measures, consideration of alternatives time 
lines for implementation and funding for mitigation “efforts” carries into the proposed Section 6] 
Findings. There are no dollar commitments. There are no funding commitment. There are 
almost no specific actions detailed other than for construction mitigation measures and tenant 
relocation assistance for cargo operators at the Airport. Open-ended, non-committal words and 
phrases such as “cooperate,” “evaluate,” “work with,” “participate,” and “encourage” abound. 
Whole areas of impact from the Project, such as impacts on parkland, neighborhood stabilization, 
noise in warm weather months, soot, odor and traffic are ignored, contrary to the specific 
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requirements of your Certificate. 


Segmentation/Cumulative Impacts 


MEPA regulations do not allow project proponents to avoid comprehensive review of 
major projects by segmenting such projects into smaller units. The regulations require (“shall”) 
you and the proponent to: 


consider al/ circumstances as to whether various work or activities 

constitute one Project, including... whether the work or activities, taken 
together, comprise a common plan...time interval between the work or activities, 
and whether the environmental impacts caused by the work or activities are 
separabie or cumulative. 


301 CMR 11.01 (2) (c) (emphasis added). 


The issue of segmentation was raised in the comments on the DEIR and addressed by you 
in your Certificate thereon. You stopped short of finding that the airside improvements project 
review was improperly segmented from other Logan projects, but you “emphatically” agreed that 
the airside improvements project “cannot be viewed in isolation from airport operations and 
impacts as a whole.” You therefore required the FEIR “to address certain cumulative impacts...” 
It fails to do so. 


Simply stated, airside improvements and landside improvements definitely do “comprise a 
common plan.” This plan is being undertaken with virtually no “time interval between the work 
or activities.” Landside and airside activities and projects are proceeding in the same time frame. 
The environmental impacts caused by these linked projects are most definitely “cumulative.” 


{t is hard to argue otherwise. The airside improvements are scheduled to come on line at 
the same time that three of Logan’s terminals are being substantially re-built, the entire parking 
situation for the Airport is being re-vamped, a host of new infrastructure projects have been or are 
in the process of being completed, a new on-airport hotel has been built and off-airport transit 
facilities are being added or improved. Coincidence? Hardly. 


You recognized that fact in your Certificate. Not only did you see a synergy between the 
proposed airside improvements and other airport projects, you noted that the new runway and 
other proposed airside improvements could not properly be seen as “purely capacity neutral.” 
Unfortunately, the FEIR ignores these insights. 
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In fact the FEIR completely rejects your analysis. It states that the Project: 


has independent utility, and will not stimulate, preclude or otherwise 
determine other development anticipated as part of Massport’s landside 
planning efforts. The Airside Project is needed whether or not 
passenger levels at Logan...continue to grow...There are...no cumulative 
noise impacts created by the combination of |landside] projects with 

the proposed Airside Project improvements. 


Thus, the FEIR completely ignores the real issues of segmentation and cumulative 
Impacts. While it contains a section on cumulative impacts, the FEIR’s entire premise is that there 
can be no such impacts because the Project stands alone. The fact that it happens to be proposed 
at the same time as Massport and others are spending billions to improve other aspects of Logan 
iS a pure coincidence. 


This approach flies in the face of your Certificate and common sense. It enables Massport 
to avoid comprehensive review of its proposed projects. It also allows Massport to avoid 
responsibility for, as you put it in your Certificate, “operating the airport in a manner which 
minimizes overall environmental impacts...” Linked mitigation opportunities are lost. For 
example, as noted previously, when Massport allows one‘of its Terminal B tenants such as 
American Airlines to totally reconstruct half of Terminal B and reconfigure almost all of its gates, 
it could exact a firm commitment from American to refrain from allowing noisier, hushkitted jets 
at those gates, or at least to minimize the use of such jets. 


Alternatives 


As previously noted in our prior comments, the FEIR ignores a wide variety of off-airport 
alternatives. These are true alternatives to the airside improvements package. They include the 
use of Hanscom Field for extensive commercial passenger operations. 


Some alternatives also draw into question the stated need for the Project. That stated 
need is the so-called delay problem at Logan. While our previous comments have demonstrated 
that the delay problem at Logan is grossly overstated by Massport and FAA, it is worth noting 
that there are very real solutions to any delay problem which might exist at Logan that do not 
need to involve construction of a new runway. Indeed, FAA is in the middle of some of these 
solutions. 


Attached as Exhibit A is an article from yesterday’s Wall Street Journal. It discusses 
FAA’s new $11.5 billion plan to significantly reduce aircraft delay and increase airspace capacity 
by 30% through the use of satellite technology. FAA’s approach does not include new runways. 
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It is also interesting to note that the Boeing Corporation has announced that it is prepared 
to “pour ‘billions’ of dollars of its own money” into research and development of technology 
which will complement the FAA’s satellite technology. Such a vote of confidence by the private 
sector indicates that FAA’s “non-runway” approach to the delay problem is indeed the way to go. 


Further, Exhibit A also mentions the fact that FAA has successfully attacked the delay 
problem at the nations’s most delay-prone airport, La Guardia, without any runway construction. 
Through regulatory measures which cap the number of new daily flights allowed by regional-jet 
operators and low-fare carriers, delayed flights at La Guardia have dropped from 27.36% to only 
8.43%. The FAA is moving to extend these so-called “emergency measures” to at least October, 
2002. 


Thus, it is clearly possible to direct certain flights to other regional airports, via regulatory 
measures. This is an alternative that could tremendously change the utilization of airports like 
Hanscom Field, Worcester, Manchester and Green in the Boston/Regional system and directly 
reduce the burden on Logan. It would completely eliminate the need for the new runway and 
mitigate environmental burdens on communities such as Chelsea. 


It is not discussed in the FEIR. 
Response to Comments 


The MEPA regulations require that an “EIR shall contain a copy of each comment...in a 
separate appendix, provided that this section clearly explains the location of each comment and 
the response to each comment.” 301 CMR 11.07 (1) (emphasis added). The FEIR attempts 
satisfy this requirement. However, it falls short. The location of responses in the appendix are 
often inaccurate. 


Once again, the reader of the FEIR is left confused and frustrated. This problem only 
exacerbates the issue, raised in our previous comments, of the impossible cross-referencing and 
segmentation of the environmental review process for Logan projects. Not only is it difficult for a 
reader of the FEIR to track down a response to a comment within the FEIR, it is often necessary 
for a reader to have access to a wide variety of other documents to find answers to very serious 
issues. 


For example, your Certificate required Massport to “examine the feasibility of a system of 
market-based, revenue-neutral landing fees that reward cleaner planes with lower charges, on the 
principle that “the polluter pays.” This is an important concept, instituted in Zurich and other 
European airports, and is directly relevant to any review of the airside improvements in the FEIR. 
Unfortunately, your Certificate gave Massport the option of responding in the GEIR. The reader 
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of the FEIR has no information on this topic. 


The confusing nature of Logan’s alphabet soup of environmental reviews has now reached 
the stage where MEPA’s purpose is frustrated. No agency decision-maker or member of the 
public could possibly sit down with the FEIR and get a full and complete picture of environmental 
impacts from the Project. Massport has had years with this particular FEIR to create a document 
that provides such a full and complete picture. It has chosen instead to confuse the reader. 
Massport should be sent back to the drawing board. 


Conclusion 


For the foregoing reasons, and those set forth in previous comments of the City of 
Chelsea, the City urges you to find the FEIR to be inadequate. 


Sincerely, 


fe etd er 
“Neal B. Glick 


N. 
— 
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Ce. Kim Driscoll, Esq. 
John C. Silva, FAA 
U.S. EPA 
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relieve gridlock in the nation’s skies, laid 
out separate, futuristic plans to use satel- 
lite-based technology to increase capacity 
and simplify air-traffic management. 

The FAA predicted it can increase ca- 
pacity by 30% over the next 10 years by 
taking advantage of technology and proce- 
dures that are already being used or devel- 
oped. “We are not promising ideas and 
solutions we don’t think we can deliver 
on,” said Monte Belger. deputy FAA ad- 
minstrator. 

The estimated cost to the povernment 
‘of the plan is about $11.5 billion. not includ: 


_ ing new runways and the substantial in- 
vestment that carriers—as much as $1 bil- 


lion for an airline the size of American 
Airlines—would need to make to outfit 
their fleets with new navigation and com- 
munications equipment. 

The agency also moved yesterday to 
deal with a particularly severe problem: 
the gridlock at New York's La Guardia 
Apert, which accounted for OA. af abl 


. ar-trefic deiavs natiqually Gist ver. 3: 


unveiled for public debate twa “inarket: 
based”  soluticns—chargine — premiun 


PAA, Boeing Offer 


s of THE WALL Steer JouRNAL 2% 
* “WASHINGTON—The .Federal Aviation .. 
‘Administration and Boeing Co.,. aiming to’ 


capacity. ee 
As the FAA announced these measures. 


‘own plan that it says will meet the ‘nation’s 


air-traffic needs for the next 25 years. Al- 
though spare on specific details, Boeing’s 
plan envisions a gradual but radical shift 
from traditional ground-based air-traffic 
contro] to a system that relies on satellites 
and the sophisticated use of information be- 
ing beamed from airplanes to controllers. 
How—and whether—Boeing’s proposal 
will mesh with the plan that the FAA, its 
long-Uime contractors and the airlines have 
already chosen is a question that has yet to 
be determined. Mr. Belger said the FAA 
will work with executives and engineers at 
Boeing’s newly created air-traffic manage- 
ment unit over the next few months to 
hammer out details. From what is known 
about Boeing's plan, it “is totally compati- 
ble” with the FAA’s, Mr. Belger said. 
Executives at Seattle-based Bocing 


stressed that they didn’t develop their 


Man 2s an alfernative to the BAA's effarts. 
Wirt we are offertiae oulles an the werk 
the FAA is doing and is intended to pro- 
vide 3 more durable solution fer the long 


Meanwhile, at la Guardia, the FAA 


Mand. | 


Both Boeing and the FAA envision a 
gradual shift of control of airplanes to sat- 
ellites from ground-based systems. In 
each case, controllers and pilots would 
take advantage of Global Positioning Sys- 
tem satellites to know precisely where 
each flight is, enabling the FAA to reduce 
the separation between flights and create 
additional capacity by departing from the 
antiquated airways that now hop from ra- 
dio beacon to radio beacon. Boeing’s plan 
would beam information from on-board 
flight computers to the ground, allowing 
controllers to see the trajectory of each 
aircraft and use that information to pre- 
Pei critic snoris before ther eccur, 

A key part of the plan calis for sharing 

Please Turn to Page A6, Coliann 5 


EXHIBIT A 


Plans to Use Satellites 
To Improve Air Traffic 


Continued From Paye A3 


_ waffic and weather information among 
: the airlines and various FAA centers 
' through a Boeing-designed database. Ulti- 


mately, Boeing says, the use of Satellite 
navigation, digital e-mail-like communica- 
tions with the cockpit and the ability to get 
more planes in the sky will make it possi- 
ble to simplify the existing hodgepodge of 
alrspace, making it possible for airplanes 
to move seamlessly from region to region. 
Part of that picture involves launching a 
new constellation of Boeing-built satellites 


- that would feature proprietary navigation, 
: Surveillance and communications capabil- 
"ity. Mr. Hayhurst declined to discuss spe- 


cifics about those capabilities, other than 
{0 say that they would hkely be more accu- 
rate than current GPS technology. 

Airline officials and other stakeholders 
in the air-traffic debate praised the FAA’s 
plan, while saving they were also open- 
nunded about ways that Boeing might sug- 
gest for building onto it. 
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has struggled with soluuons that balance 
the conflicting public policy goals of in- 
creasing access to the convenient New 
York airport for low-fare carriers and re- 
gional-jet operators Serving smaller com- 
munities while avoiding delays and even 
higher air fares.. 


Michael Wascom, a spokesman for the - 


Air Transport Association, said the power- 
ful industry group that represents major 
airlines will “strenuously oppose” any 
pian that raises airlines costs, inevitably 
spurring higher air fares. “Rationing ser- 
vice and gouging the public is not the solu- 
tion at La Guardia,” Mr. Wascom Said, 
adding that the industry prefers solutions 
such as redesigning the airspace and im- 
proving technology to increase capacity. 

For the near term at La Guardia, the 
agency will seek to extend until October 
2002 an emergency measure that caps the 
humber of new daily flights allowed by 
regional-jet operators and low-fare carri- 
ers. The FAA said yesterday that the emer- 
gency measure has reduced delays at La 
Guardia. It said for exainple that in April 
2001, 8.43% of La Guardia’s fights were 
delayed, compared with 27.30% last Octo- 
ber. 


Ae 


EXHIBIT A 


Addressing Community Health Concerns Around SeaTac Airport 


Response to the question, “Is it possible to monitor jet engine exhaust 
emussions or to model their path using data on prevailing winds and 
takeoff patterns?” 


March 2000 


Prepared by 
Washington State Department of ‘Health 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 


In consultation with 
Public Health — Seattle & King County 
SeaTac Airport Area Community Representatives 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
University of Washington 
Washington State University 


For more information contact 


Iuliet VanEenwyk 

Washington State Department of Health 
(360) 236-4250 . 

juliet. vaneenwyk@doh.wa.gov 


Naydene Maykut 

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 
(206) 689-4062 
nmaylat@pscleanair.org 


John Williamson | 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
(425) 649-7118 

jwil461@ecy.wa.gov 


Additional copies of this report are available at: : 
hilp://www.doh.wa.gov/EHSPHL/Epidemiology/NICE/default. him 


Hospital admissions for asthma may be influenced by a mix of risk factors, including 
asthma prevalence and severity of asthma episodes, the presence of environmental 
triggers such as a variety of indoor and outdoor air problems, smoking; poor housing and 
poverty, thappropriate case management, and lack of access to high quality medical ¢ care, 
There are indications that there may be poorer access to and utilization of medical care in 
the SeaTac Airport area compated to King County as a whole, but the data are limited 
either to a subsct of the population (¢.g, data on late prenatal care are limited to mothers 
giving birth) or to a population not specific to the SeaTac Airport area (i.e., all of South 
County for data on insurance coverage and unmet need) (WDOH et al.  Febraaty 1999), 
With the data availablc to us, we can only speculate on which of the tisk factors for 
increased asthma hospitalizations predominate. 


Although the conditions listed above are associated with air pollution, as well as other 
risk factors, we have not been able to establish a probable causal relationship between the 
health of the residents living near SeaTac Airport and air poliution. However, available 
data do not allow us to rule out air pollution as a contributing factor. Additionally, the 
health studies are limited by lack of information on several health outcomes of concern to 
residents (such as adverse birth outcomes) and a lack of information on what pollutants 
are in the area that may be associated with specific health conditions. 


Environmental Tustice 

In addition to considerations based on health, we can consider people’s righis not to be 
directly impacted by pollution from commercial operations. For example, it is against the 
law to apply most pesticides in such a way that the pesticide drifts onto land owned by 
other people.” People do not have to prove that exposure to the pesticide is causing 
health problems in order io require that the applicator change procedures so that the 
pesticide does not cross a specific boundary. In a similar fashion, the committee 
questions whether the people living around SeaTac Airport need to prove they are sick to 
get an understanding of what is in the air surrounding this large enterprise that directly 
atid indirectly (through airport-related traffic) emits significant amounts of pollutants into 


the air. 


Fundamental to the concept of environmental equity is the value that one group of people 
not incur environmental exposures from commercial activities from which another group 
benefits. Those wha use SeaTac Airport often derive preat financial and other benelits 
from worldwide travel. The extent ta which these benefits come at the expense of 
environmental degradation affecting the people who live around the airport is unknown, 
since a comprehensive air quality study has not been performed at SeaTac Airport to 
determine the impacts attributable to airplane emissions and airport-related traffic. 
Additionally, we have not been able to locate recent comprehensive air quality studies. 
around any major airport and so we cannot try to draw conclusions based on other studies. 


* Most pesticides have labels that read, “Do not apply this product in a manner thax would allow contact 
either directly or through drift.” The label ix a fedetsl requirement, enforceable by the state. 


ts 


compounds also originate from other sources including cars, trucks, wood stoves, and 
industry. 


The group also noted that: 

« Winds are predominantly northerly or southerly, and airport operations and motor 
vehicle traffic patterns primarily affect the air quality north, south and east of the 
airport. | 

* The airport sits at a relatively high elevation with respect to the surrounding area and 
therefore, pollutants are usually not trapped around SeaTac Airport and do not 
accumulate. 

« Pollutants attributable to airport activity ate expected to be highest on the edge of the 
airport property closest to their source. 

» Regional air pollution levels (including airport levels) are relatively low when wind 

. speeds are high. ; 


RATIONALE FOR FURTHER STUDY 


Health Issues 

Previous reports have identified health issues of concern to the community (WDOH et al., 

February and December 1999). Scientific studies in other locations have associated 

exposure to air pollution with some of the samme conditions that are high among residents 

in the SeaTac Airport area. Specifically, in the SeaTac Airport area, there are statistically 
significantly higher rates of the following: 

e hung cancer cases within one mile of the airport compared to ) the rest of King Caunty 
and io Washington State; 

* oral and pharyngeal cancer cases within one mile of the airport compared to 
Washington State; 

» deaths from lung cancer and chronic Secssias pulmonary disease in un area 
approximately three miles to the west and north and one mile to the east and south of 
the airport (defined by census tracts) compared to King County; and 

® hospital admission for asthma and pneumonia/influenza in an area approximately 
three miles to the west, north and east and one half mile to the south of the airport 
(defined by zip codes) compared to Kang County. 


In addition to associations with air pollution, most of these health concerns have been 
associated with tobacco smoking. The data on the prevalence of smoking in the SeaTac 
area are conflicting, Between 1993 and 1997, 17.6% of women giving birth who resided 
in the vicinity of SeaTac Airport reported smoking during pregnancy, This is statistically 
significantly higher than the 11.8% for King County as a whole (WDOII et al., February 
1999). In contrast, a 1998 survey on adult smoking does not show an increased rate of 
smoking for residents in South West Coutity compared to King County as a whole. 
(21.5% in South West County compared to 19.3% overall) (personal communication, 
David Solet, PHSKC, February 2000), South West paar includes but is not limited to 
the SeaTac Airport arca. 
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ATSDR-Public Health Assessment-Tucson International Airport Area ... 
Caine ASSESSMENT. TUCSON INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AREA a/k/a EL VADO 
PROPERTIES TUCSON, PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA. ... 
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Addressing Commu nity Heaith.Concerns Around SeaTac Airport -... 
.. International Airport, Senator Julia Patterson arranged meetings with community 
residents, the Washington State Departrnent of Health (DOH), Public Health ... 


www.meirokc.gov/health/phnr/eapd/reports/cancer/seatac update? ?99.htm - 101k - wet ie EERE ito 


About the Seattle-King County Dept. of Public Health 

-» Airport The Seaitie-King County Department of Public Health js assisting the state 
Department of Health on a study of cancer in the area near SeaTac Airport... 

www. metrokc, gow/hesalih/seatac/081098.htm - 15k - Pca our ee 
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Public Health Issue 7 

El Toro Airport Reuse — A Public Health Issue? William 

R. Schell, Ph.D., Emeritus Professor. ... 

www. eltoroairport org/issues/schell. html - 66k = ich - aoe 


O'Hare - Airlines - Federal Agencies - US Public Health ... | 

.-- INspection services (FIS) at O'Hare International Airport without any contact with . 

the US Public Health Service (PHS), Quarantine Station, Quarantine officers ... 
www.ohare.com/ohare/airlines/airlines_ federal health shtm-12k —.- See ts et 


Master's of Public Health (MPH) Degree | , 
... served by the Dallas-Fort Worth international Airport, The University. The UNT Health 
Science Center, a public institution, is composed of the Graduate School ... - 
www.untedu/bmed/masters.him - 11k - Gauoed - Sida ne ge 


Johns Hopkins School of Public Health - Support Services 

-« Harbor District, 10 miles from BWI Airport. Adjacent to National Aquarium, 2 miles 
to School of Public Health. Services: Restaurant movies! gift shop; cable TV ... 
www jnsph.edu/-d-supser/hotels.htm «20k © tee Teen 


uate yo ist 
* beatles ary ety ae o x 


Graduate Schoo! of Public Health, University of Pittsburgh < 

-. academia and practice in public health. ... is well serviced by major public bus routes, 

including the 28X Airport Flyer to the Pittsburgh {nternational .., 

Lescrigtar, Offering a broad range of professional and academic graduate training opportunities across the 


http://www.google.com/search?q=%22publicthealth%22-+airport&btnG=Google+Search «6/5/01 


evuy u.o. Airport Noise Mitigation 
_ Program Survey: 


Residential Sound Insulation Program 
Results 


At the request of the O'Hare Noise Compatibility 
Commission, the City af Chicago recently surveyed the 
top 50 airports in the United States in order to learn 
about each airport's noise mitigation efforts. The results 
of the Residential Sound Insulation section of the 
Survey are summarized here. Survey responses 
indicate that the City of Chicago Residential Sound 
Insulation Program is one of the mast extensive in the 
country. ~ 


Residential Sound insulation 
Aarage Oollars Spent per Year 


$30,000,000 7-1» ee. a 


$26,000,000 
$20,000,000. 
518,000,000 


$10,000,000 


Average $ spent per Year 


$5,000 006 


Residential Sound Insulation 
Sversge Homes Completed per Year 


Average Homes Completed 
per Year 


ad 
tr 


* The abave referenced airports Ua the Integrated Noise Model { an @ mean 


ric. of 


ONL or ONEL (California Equivalent) in develaping noise exposure contours far the 


purposes of neise planning. 


Residential Sound Insulation Program Page | of | 


Number of 
Dwellings 
Completed 


. 8,335 


http://www-.oharenoise.org/ressurveyresultstable. html 6/1/01 


